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FOREWORD 


This is a publication of the acta of the second conference on Byzantine Music 
organized by the A.A. Bredius Foundation and held at Hernen Castle, the 
Netherlands, in November 1992. The theme 'Zur Erforschung der paläoby- 
zantinschen Musikquellen' was in no way less complex and controversial 
than that of the preceding meeting, devoted to the problems of 'Rhythm in 
Byzantine Chant'. By the choice of 'Palaeobyzantine Musical Notations', the 
scholarly committee behind the conference wanted to address some of the 
most fundamental problems in Byzantine musicology, namely the origin, 
development, nature, purpose and function of the older musical notations. 
Furthermore, it seemed that the study of the older notations had been 
neglected for some years, with a few exceptions such as the edition of the 
Sticherarium Antiquum Vindobonense (MMB, Vol. X, Vienna 1987) by Gerda 
Wolfram. Given this background, the demand for a reconsideration of the 
manuscript sources with Palaeobyzantine notations was evident. 

As at the previous conference, the number of participants was kept rela- 
tively small, with the effect that the discussions were at the same time less 
formal and more intense. This workshop-like atmosphere enabled the par- 
ticipants to discuss in detail the new approaches presented at the conference. 
It is our sincere hope that this publication will encourage continuation of 
that discussion and a renewal of the research in the field of Palaeobyzantine 
notations. 

Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to the A.A. Bredius Foun- 
dation for its hospitality. Warm thanks are also directed toward its curator, 
Victoria vàn Aalst, who personally took care of every detail in the planning 
and performance of the meetings and, furthermore, has taken responsibility 
as the text editor of this publication. 


Jergen Raasted and Christian Troelsgärd 


JORGEN RAASTED IN MEMORIAM 


After the close of the redaction we received the sad and incomprehensible 
news of Jorgen Raasted's death. As a member of the advisory committee 
behind the Hernen symposia on Byzantine music and initiator/chairman of 
the first symposium on Palaeobyzantine notations held at Hernen Castle and 
co-editor of this volume, Jorgen Raasted was the key person of this whole 
project. We deeply regret that he did not live to see the first step of his plan 
for a renewed study of the Palaeobyzantine notations completed. 


Copenhagen and Hernen, June 1995 


Christian Troelsgárd and Victoria van Aalst 
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ZUR ERFORSCHUNG DER PALÄOBYZANTINISCHEN 
MUSIKQUELLEN ' 


Jergen Raasted 


Die Singweisen des byzantinischen Ritus sind ohne Musiktheorie und ohne 
das Hilfsmittel einer Notation entstanden und ursprünglich tradiert. Nur 
durch Rückschlüße und Analogien (vorwiegend aus heute noch zugäng- 
lichen schriftlosen Musiktraditionen) sind wir deshalb imstande, uns das 
musikalische Gerüst dieser ersten Jahrhunderte vorzustellen. Dazu kommt, 
daß wenn endlich - kaum vor dem neunten Jahrhundert - die ersten Noten- 
zeichen den gesungenen Texten beigefügt werden, um ihre musikalische 
Ausführung anzudeuten, geschieht dies in einer Art und Weise, die nur 
einige Elemente des Absingens festhält, andere aber weiterhin der nicht- 
schriftlichen Tradition überläßt. Vieles bleibt uns also noch ratselhaft... 

Auch für die spätere Jahrhunderte gilt, daß die Singweisen mehrerer 
liturgischen Gattungen - auch, z.B., die Psalmodie - immer noch rein münd- 
lich durch Generationen von Sängern verpflanzt wurden, um erst in Spät- 
oder Nachbyzantinischer Zeit eine schriftliche Überlieferung zu bekommen - 
wenn überhaupt. Nur ausnahmsweise haben solche Kirchengesänge spora- 
disch einen schriftlichen Niederschlag schon früher gefunden. 


Die Entwicklung der byzantinischen Notenschrift bis zur Neuzeit bezeugt 
einem Drang nach Präzision oder nach Vereinfachung. In unserem jetzigen 
Zusammenhang werde ich darauf nicht näher eingehen, nur einige Haupt- 


' This paper circulated between the participants before our meetings, to serve as a basis for 
the discussions. It is printed with one or two minor corrections. 
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etappen stichwortsartig anschlagen: 
- Die Einführung von diastematischer Notation (12. Jh.). 
- Die vielleicht durch Koukouzeles (14. Jh.) sich verbreitende Anwendung 
von den sogenannten Großen Hypostasen.' 
- Die 'Neue Methode' der Drei Lehrer aus den ersten Dezennien des 19. 
Jahrhunderts. 


Reiche Überreste aus der tausendjáhrigen Überlieferung von byzantinischen 
Kirchengesänge sind uns in liturgischen Handschriften bewahrt, von denen 
die áltesten noch keine Notation tragen. Eigentliche Musikquellen - d.h. in 
irgendeiner Hinsicht voll neumierte Handschriften - setzen schon im 10. 
Jahrhundert an, mit den großen Sammlungen von neumierten stichera idio- 
mela und heirmoi der Kanones. Für das Studium der paläobyzantinischen 
Musiknotationen bieten also die Sticherarien und die Hirmologien wichtige 
Materialien dar. Eine Bescháftigung mit diesen Hauptquellen genügt aber 
nicht - sie wäre eine allzu enge Fragestellung. Um das Wesen der älteren 
Notationen zu begreifen, müssen wir den Blickfeld weiter ausdehnen... 


Die älteren byzantinischen Notationen sind alle adiastematisch, also nur in 
dem Kontext einer soliden mündlichen Gesangstradition verständlich und 
praktisch anwendbar. Die Forscher, die ja in dieser Tradition nicht leben und 
aufgewachsen sind, kónnen solche Niederschriften nur unter Heranziehen 


! In Zusammenhang mit den Großen Hypostasen soll auf die 'Exegese' der letzten 
Jahrhunderte vor Chrysanthos hingewiesen werden; denn wenn die Exegese wirklich als eine 
'analytische' Darstellung vom bisher 'stenographisch' geschriebenen Frasen und Formeln 
aufzufassen ist - dann sind auch solche analytische Schreibweisen nur schriftliche 
Präzisierungen, nicht aber Veränderungen der Melodien. Darüber streiten sich die Forscher aber 
noch eifrig! 


von spáteren, diastematischen Quellen erschließen. So ist die Methode des 
Rückschließens mit Hilfe von Paralleltransskriptionen seit langem einge- 
bürgert, in aller Wahrscheinlichkeit die einzige, die uns wenigstens teilweise 
einen Zugang zu den paläobyzantinischen Fassungen ermöglicht. Nun ist 
aber diese wahrscheinlich unverzichtbare Methode, die frühen Notationen 
anachronistisch aus dem Blickwinkel der späteren, dechiffrierbareren Nota- 
tionsstufen zu betrachten, eine äußerst bedenkliche Sache. Das retrograde 
Studium der Überlieferung erlaubt uns zwar oft festzustellen, daß diese 
Melodie, diese Wendung schon im 10. oder 11. Jahrhundert genau - oder fast 
genau - so war, wie wir sie in den späteren Quellen vorfinden. Aber oft sto- 
ßen wir an eine Mauer - wenn eigentliche Diskrepanzen vorliegen, und ganz 
besonders in den zahllosen Fällen, wo die ältere Neumationen eben so gut 
die eine als die andere von den in den späteren Handschriften bezeugten 
Melodiebewegungen verbergen können. 


4. 


Die retrograde Betrachtungsweise hat also ihre Begrenzungen - auch wenn es 
darum geht, das Wesen der älteren Notationen zu begreifen. Um weiter zu 
kommen, brauchen wir neue Ansatzpünkte, neue Fragen. Es scheint mir hier 
sinnvoll, mit einigen a priori Feststellungen anzufangen: 

A. Die gottesdienstliche Musik der Byzantiner gehört einer Sphäre an, wo 
die Komposition im engeren Sinne, d.h. das individuelle Gestalten einer Me- 
lodie, nur eine von mehreren Arten von Musikhervorbringen repräsentiert. 
Zu dieser Musikpraxis gehört ja auch Absingen von Gesängen, die im 
liturgischen Moment immer wieder neu geschaffen werden, nach einer 
Tradition mit mehr oder weniger festgelegten Elementen, die außerdem in 
verschiedenen Lokalitäten vielleicht verschieden waren. 

B. Auch die uns unvollkommen scheinenden Notationen sind als etwas an 
sich voll Funktionsfähiges gedacht. 

C. Die Entwicklung der Notationen bezeugt aber zugleich eine Tendenz 
nach erhöhter Explizität. Jede Reform sagt implizit über eine ältere Stufe ein 
‘Noch nicht' und erlaubt so das Erfassen von bisher noch nicht geschriebenen 


Elementen der Musikpraxis. 


Auch die áltesten - notationslosen - liturgischen Handschriften enthalten Ele- 
mente, die mit dem Gesangsvortrag zusammenhängen: (1) Angaben von 
echos, (2) Interpunktion, (3) bisweilen Modell-Incipits. Wann treffen wir sol- 
che Elemente zum ersten Mal? wo - und wie konnten sie den Sángern nütz- 
lich sein? 

ad 1 (Echos-Angaben): Daß ein Kontakion, ein Kanon, ein Troparion mit 
Angabe eines bestimmten echos versehen ist, bedeutet nicht eo ipso das 
Vorhandensein einer individueller Melodie. Möglich - für Troparien und 
Kontakien sogar wahrscheinlich - ist es, daß es sich eher um gewisse Melo- 
dietypen handelt. 


NB. Handschriften wie der uralte von Thibaut edierte 'Sinaiticus' sollten nachgeprüft 
werden. Können wir den Mechanismus feststellen, gemäß welchem ein Gesang mit 
oder ohne echos-Angabe geschrieben wurde? 


ad 2 (Interpunktion): Da die Interpunktion rhetorisch (in unserem Zusam- 
menhang: musikalisch) ist, bekommt sie in notationslosen Handschriften eine 
gewiße präskriptive Funktion. Ob sie aber Melodietypen oder individuelle 
Melodien bezeugen, läßt sich nur durch komparative Untersuchungen 
feststellen. 

ad 3 (Modell-Incipits): Auch hier fragt es sich, ob es um Hinweise auf Me- 
lodietypen oder auf individuell gestaltete Melodien geht. 


? Unsere Fragestellung ist - wie fast alles in diesem Papier - vage und generell. Um sie 
beantworten zu können, brauchen wir Detailstudien von Handschriften und Repertoiren. 


3 Die liturgische Funktion der echoi (Oktoechos und sonst) könnte vielleicht mit einer Ethos- 
Lehre verbunden sein. Lassen wir diese Frage liegen! Wichtig für unsere Fragestellung ist es 
nur, daß solche echos-Angaben den Sängern Hinweise für die Ausführung gegeben haben 
müssen. 


Gehen wir jetzt an die eigentliche Notationszeichen - und bestimmen wir 
vorláufig ihre Funktion als "irgendwie für das Hervorbringen von Gesang 
hilfreich". Ganz generell lassen sich einige Fragen an irgendeiner Notation 
formulieren: 

1. Kategorien der Zeichenbildung? 

2. Namen der Zeichen? 

3. Mógliche Funktionen der einzelnen Zeichen? 

4. Namen und Funktionen von Zeichen-Konstellationen? 

5. Zwecke des schriftlichen Festhalten von musikalischen Gegebenheiten? 

6. Was kann man überhaupt über die Verwendung von 'Musikhand- 

schriften' sagen oder sich vorstellen? 


Nun gibt es aber, wie uns allen bekannt, mehrere distinkte Typen von 
musikalischer Notation, jeder mit seinen eigenen Problemen und Fragestel- 
lungen: 

A. Die Ekphonetische Notation - für Rezitation von Bibel-Perikopen 
bestimmt. 

B. Theta Notation (und Verwandtes) - für Angaben von Melismen in sonst 
notationslosen (syllabischen oder quasi-syllabischen) stichera idiomela. 

C. - D. Chartres und Coislin Notation - zwei konkurrierende Systeme, 
besonders für stichera und heirmoi. 

E. Die Notation(en) von British Museum, Add. 24378 - für stichera idiomela, 
aber auch sporadisch für Psalmodie und ein apolytikion (Marginalien in 
Berlin cod. gr. fol. 25.). 

F. Slavische Kondakar Notation - für melismatische Gesánge im slavischen 
Asmatikon (griechisch bis jetzt nur aus einigen Hinzufügungen in Paris gr. 
242 bekannt; und aus der spáten Handschrift Kastoria 8). 


* Die Reihenfolge dieser Liste ist zufállig. 


A. Die Ekphonetische Notation 

Charakteristik: Die Perikopen werden in rhetorische 'Kola' eingeteilt, deren 
feierlicher Vortrag von einrahmenden Zeichen-Paaren bezeichnet wird. Wie 
weit der Vortrag verbindlich war, wissen wir nicht. Vielleicht deutet die No- 
tation nur eine 'textfreundliche' Strukturierung an, vom anagnost frei aus- 
zufüllen. Wie zu erwarten, keine echos- Angaben. 


NB. Die Zeichenliste in Sinai 8 ("Mischnotation" von Chartres und Coislin?) ist noch 
nicht zufriedenstellend erklärt. 


B. Theta Notation 
Vergleiche mit vollneumierten Texten zeigen, daß es sehr oft dieselbe Melo- 
dien sind. Wenigstens vier Hauptprobleme, noch nicht wirklich gelöst: 

(a) Warum sind gerade diese - oft sehr schematischen - Elemente der Me- 
lodien neumatisch bezeichnet, während das Übrige dem nach der Musik- 
praxis gestalteten Absingen überlassen wurde? 

(b) Die Verknüpfung von Theta Notation mit der Bezeichnung stichera 
hagiopolitika ist vielleicht ein Hinweis auf die Lokalität, wo Theta Notation 
speziell verwendet wurde. Also: Jerusalem? 

(c) In unserem Zusammenhang ist es interessant zu beobachten, daß in 
den Theta Neumierungen auch mediale Tonartsangaben vorkommen - ein 
weiteres Indizium; daß die Schreiber an bestimmte Melodien dachten. 

(d) Für welchen Zweck war diese sehr primitive Notationsweise noch im 
12.-13. Jahrhundert funktionsfähig? 


10. 
C. - D. Chartres und Coislin Notation 


Einige Grundfragen: 
1. Aus welchen Funktionsmóglichkeiten der einzelnen Zeichen kann man 


die Erfindung und die Entwicklung der beiden Notationstypen verstehen? 
[etwa: Richtung der Melodiebewegung / Relative Platz im Tonraum / 
Intervalle / Dauer / Tonqualität / Hinweise auf den musikalischen oder 
textuellen Kontext / Ein- oder Mehrtónigkeit des Zeichens...] 

2. Hángt der Wunsch nach schriftlichem Festhalten mit einem Kodifizieren 
oder Stabilisieren einer Praxis-Tradition zusammen, oder ist er dem Bedürf- 
nis, eine bestimmte Praxis auch in praxisfremde Orte und Regionen verpflan- 
zen zu kónnen, entsprungen - oder beides? 

3. Charakteristisch für die älteren Stufen beider Systeme ist es, daß meh- 
rere Silben der Texte notationslos hervortreten. Vergleiche mit volleren 
Neumationen zeigen, daß es sich hier um charakterlose, 'nicht-interessanten' 
Tonbewegungen handelt. Das Phánomen wird normalerweise nur als ein 
chronologisches Indizium verwendet? Man sollte es aber auch aus dem 
Blickpunkt der Oralitát betrachten; z.B. kónnte man überlegen, ob diese Pas- 
sagen damals überhaupt eine feste Ausformung hatten, oder eine freie Im- 
provisation voraussetzten.° 

4. In der jüngeren Coislin Notation werden manche Zeichen - so z.B. viele 
kentemata und hypselai - hinzugefügt, so sagen wir oft, "um den Melodiegang 
zu prázisieren". Um welche Art von Präzisierung geht es eigentlich? Und für 
welche Zwecke waren solche Präzisierungen gemeint? Das ganze Gebiet der 
gradweisen 'Modernisierung' der Neumationen fordert zum Nachdenken 
heraus.’ 

5. Abgesehen von den soeben genannten Notations-Modernisierungen 
scheint die Coislin Tradition - wenigstens in den späteren Stufen und in dem 


5 So u.a. von Strunk, Floros und mir selbst - unter der Devise "je mehr unneumiert, desto 
älter". 


* In dieser Zusammenhang muß auch auf eine speziell von Strunk behandelte "Mittlerestufe" 
hingewiesen werden, wo die nichtwichtige ("unimportant") Silben mit apostrophos versehen 
werden. Welche Auffassung vom Wesen des apostrophos steckt dahinter? 


” Ansätze in Jorgen Raasted, 'Modernization and Conversion: Two Types of Notational 
Change and their Consequences for the Transmission of Byzantine Music’, International 
Musicological Society: Report of the Eleventh Congress (Copenhagen, 1972), S. 775-777. 
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Kern-Repertoire - außerordentlich stabil zu sein. Diese Stabilität hängt zwei- 
felsohne mit der Schriftlichkeit der Tradition zusammen. Es ist eine geschlos- 
sene, schriftliche Tradition, kónnte man behaupten. Ob aber die mündliche 
Tradition - das realisierte Singen im liturgischen Moment - ebenso stabil ge- 
wesen wäre, könnte bezweifelt werden.? 


11. 


E. Die Notation(en) von British Museum, Add. 24378 

Diese Handschrift - vor Jahren von mir als "a veritable gold mine for 
unusüal types of notation and quasi notation" - ist bei Weitem nicht aus- 
genützt. Für unsere jetzige Diskussion über die paläobyzantinischen Musik- 
quellen ist die Akvivalenz perispomene - tief und oxeia - hoch zu beachten." 


12. 


F. Slavische Kondakar Notation 

Wir vermuten, daß hinter dieser Notation ein verlorengegangenes byzan- 
tinisches Notationssystem steckt. Sporadische Spuren einer solchen Notation 
kann man z.B. in einigen hinzugefügten Melodien und Korrekturen in Paris 
gr. 242 (ein Sticherarion in Coislin Notation) antreffen. Die Verwandtschaft 
zwischen Slavischer Kondakar Notation und der viel spátere Notation von 
Kastoria 8 ist noch nicht genügend festgestellt; auch bleibt es - trotz den 
Untersuchungen von Floros - nicht ganz klar, wie die spätbyzantinische 
'Großen Hypostasen' mit den alten Traditionen des Slavischen Kondakars 


® Cf. Strunks Hypothese, daß die mündliche Tradition des Kanonsingens sich weit vom 
Ausgangspunkt entwickelt hat, mit nur ganz sporadischen Niederschlagen in der schriftlichen 
Tradition des Heirmologions - bis endlich Koukouzeles eine neue Übereinstimmung zwischen 
Gesungenem und Geschriebenem zu Stande gebracht hat. 


? CIMAGL, 31a-b. Die Handschrift wird hier auf ein Paar Seiten behandelt (31a, S. 23-24; zwei 
Reproduktionen 31b, S. 63). 


10 Cf. fol. 140r, as quoted in CIMAGL, 31a, S. 24. 
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zusammenhängen. Ist es eine ununterbrochene Tradition (mit verloren- 
gegangenen Zwischenstufen), oder eine 'gelehrte' Innovation, auf alten (sla- 
vischen?) Handschriften fussend? Koukouzeles wird oft mit dieser Innova- 
tion in Verbindung gebracht - aber wie kommt man dann mit dem 'ison' von 
Johannes Glykys zurecht, dem Vorgänger von Koukouzeles's didaktischen 
ison-Gedicht? 

Das 'Nachleben' der Kondakar Notation ist für unser jetziges Anliegen 
vielleicht irrelevant. Das eigenartige dieser Notation - zwei übereinander- 
geschriebene Notations-Schichten - muß aber in unsere Überlegungen ein- 
bezogen werden, obwohl die Quellen vorwiegend nicht-byzantinsch sind." 


13. 


In den slavischen Musikhandschriften treffen mehrere Notationstypen zu- 
sammen, ein Indizium für eine Verbindung zwischen Repertoire und Nota- 
tion. Àhnliches kennen wir auch aus der mittelbyzantinischen Überlieferung, 
wo z.B. gewisse Neumen nur dem Psaltikon anhiren.” Im Moment erinnere 
ich größere Studien über Parallelphänomene aus der paläobyzantinischen 
Überlieferung nicht. 


14. 


Das hier Geschriebene ist als die erste Stufe einer erneuten Bescháftigung mit 
den paläobyzantinischen Musikquellen gemeint. Ich habe sowohl generelle 


1 Weil ich mich selber mit dieser Slavischen Notation nie befasst habe, muß ich auf die 


Untersuchungen von Hoeg, Levy, Floros u.a. hinweisen. 


? [n einer Diskussion hat mich Strunk einmal auf "psaltische" Neumenzeichen in den 
Echemata hingewiesen. Mit Strunks Idee habe ich noch nicht weiter gearbeitet, erwáhne sie aber 
als eine mögliche Parallele zur 'repertoire-diktierten' Anwendung von mehreren Notationstypen 
in einer Handschrift. 


Fragen als Detailprobleme berührt - vieles aber liegen lassen müssen." Die 
paláobyzantinische Musikhandschriften kónnen wir für unsere Forschung 
fruchtbarer machen, wenn wir das Wesen der älteren Notationen und der 
Musikhandschriften besser begreifen. Meiner Meinung nach muß der ganze 
Problemkomplex mehr - und weiter - diskutiert werden. 


3 Ich hätte z.B. an die eigenartige Probleme der syro-melkitischen Musikhandschriften 
hinweisen sollen. In diesen syrisch geschriebenen Handschriften - wo die Schrift ja von rechts 
nach links geht - sind die Neumen und Neumengruppen (normalerweise: Coislin Notation, aus 
den byzantinischen Modellen mitübergenommen?) von links nach rechts zu lesen. Die 
Notations-Zeile wird also in kleineren Abschnitten zerhackt. Man fragt sich hier, ob diese 
Abschnitte zufállig sind, oder aber dem Gefühl der Schreiber (und Singer?) entsprechen. 
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MODUS ALS SKALA - MODUS ALS MODELLMELODIE 


Ein Problem musikalischer Überlieferung in der Zeit vor den 
ersten notierten Quellen 


Max Haas 


A word of warning, though. Woody Allen, in a treatise on mythical 
beasts, describes a creature called the Great Roe. The Great Roe has 
the head of a lion, and the body of a lion, ... but not the same lion.! 


Melodien zu reproduzieren aufgrund nicht diastematischer Aufzeichnungs- 
weisen setzt stets voraus, daß der Sänger über musikalische Informationen 
verfügt, welche die einzelne Aufzeichnung ergänzen. Das gilt für die paláo- 
byzantinischen Notationen wie auch für die adiastematischen Aufzeichnungs- 
weisen des Westens. Normalerweise verstehen wir 'Modalität' als Teil dieser 
dem Sänger eigenen musikalischen Informationen: jede Melodie ist Teil einer 
Gruppe oder einer Gattung mit Gemeinsamkeiten bezüglich "Wendungen, 
'Floskeln', 'Formeln' oder Ausschnitten einer Skala - je nach unseren heutigen 
Vorstellungen von Modus. In der vorliegenden Arbeit - der Art nach eher eine 
Skizze denn eine ausgearbeitete Version - versuche ich, einige Aspekte von 
Modus und Modalitát in recht allgemeiner, dennoch stets historischer Weise 
vorzulegen. Die Skizze bietet keine Antwort auf die erst den Umrissen nach 
stellbare Frage, worum es bei 'Modus' geht, sondern versteht sich als Sammlung 
von Hinweisen, die geeignet ist, die besondere Komplexitát der Prage nach 
'Modus' zu verdeutlichen. 


+ o + 


1 Robert Wilensky, Common LlSPcraft (New York and London, 1986), S. 294. 
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Der auf Melodien bezogene Begriff 'Modus' ist schwierig. Worin die Schwie- 
rigkeit eigentlich besteht, móchte ich im ersten Abschnitt durch ein kurzes 
Referat darlegen, das sich auf die ausführlichste Arbeit zum (melodiebezo- 
genen) Modus wáhrend der letzten Jahre stützt. Gemeint ist der Artikel 'Mode' 
von Harold Powers im New Grove. Aufgrund einer knappen Diskussion der 
Position von Powers zum (melodischen) Modus - in dieser Arbeit meint 
‘Modus’, wenn nicht ausdrücklich anders vermerkt, stets diese Konnotation des 
Begriffs - möchte ich dann in einem anschließenden zweiten Abschnitt ver- 
suchen, die Rahmenbedingungen von Äusserungen zum Modus im soge- 
nannten 'ersten Jahrtausend’ zu umschreiben. Die Abschnitte drei bis fünf sind 
dann der Kasuistik gewidmet: es wird um Überlegungen zu drei Beispielen 
gehen. 


Wie Powers zeigte, wurde in der Musikwissenschaft durch Gustave Reese eine 
auf Abraham Zvi Idelsohn zurückreichende Definition geläufig, welche besagt: 
"A mode ... is composed of a number of motives (i.e. short music figures or 
groups of tones) within a certain scale." 

Powers erweitert nun das derarart evozierte Bild von Modus durch zwei 
Zitate aus einer Arbeit von Reginald P. Winnington-Ingram? Durch das erste 
Zitat kommt die Vorstellung von Modus als Skala ins Spiel. Das zweite wider- 
spricht Idelsohn und Reese nicht, bezieht sich aber ausdrücklich auf ein 
breiteres geographisches Spektrum: 


Mode is essentially a question of the internal relationships of notes within a scale, 
especially of the predominance of one of them over the others as a tonic, its 
predominance being established in any or all of a number of ways: e.g. frequent 


? G. Reese, Music in the Middle Ages with an Introduction on the Music of Ancient Times (New 
York, 1940), S. 10. 


* RP. Winnington-Ingram, Mode in Ancient Greek Music, Cambridge Classical Studies, 2 
(Cambridge, 1936), S. 2/3 . 
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recurrence, its appearance in a prominent position as the first note or the last, the 
delaying of its expected occurrence by some kind of embellishment. 


Mode may be defined as the epitome of stylised song, of song stylised in a particular 
district or people or occupation; and it draws its character partly from associations 
contracted in its native home, reinforced perhaps by the sanctions of mythology. This 
is true of the Chinese tyao, the Indian rag, and the Arabian maqam; and probably of the 
Greek ἁρμονία. 


Diese Aufzählung von Begriffen erweitert Powers um das byzantinische echos, 
persisches dastgah oder avaz, um javanisches patet und japanisches cho.* 

Die Bandbreite, welche diese Vorstellungen und Begriffe evozieren, versteht 
Powers als ein Kontinuum von kulturspezifischen melodischen Determinanten 
zwischen den Polen 'Skala' und 'Melodie' (ture), wobei ich hier nicht mit dem 
Begriff 'Melodie' arbeiten will, sondern - das Kontinuum gleichsam verringernd 
- mit dem Begriff 'Modellmelodie'5 Aufgrund der Situation der Überlieferung 


* Aus drucktechnischen Gründen verzichte ich hier wie im folgenden darauf, diakritische 
Zeichen einzutragen. Längenangaben und notwendige Unterscheidungen zum Beispiel von h- 
oder s-Lauten fehlen also vóllig. 


5 Auch Powers (Mode, New Grove) bezieht neben der Dichotomie 'Skala' versus ‘Melodie’ 
(tune) Begriffe wie 'Melodietypus' oder 'Melodiemodell' als Indikatoren für das Melodische mit 
ein. Ganz auf Skala und Melodie ausgerichtet heisst es zunächst bei ihm: "Taking the term 
'mode' in the modern, twofold sense, mode can be defined as either a 'particularized scale' or a 
'generalized tune', or both, depending on the particular musical and cultural context. If one 
thinks of scale and tune as representing the poles of a continuum of melodic predetermination, 
then most of the area between can be designated one way or another as being in the domain of 
mode." (S. 377) Bezeichnenderweise verwendet dann Powers in den folgenden Sátzen zur 
Klärung des eben Dargelegten Ausdrücke wie 'Melodiemodell' oder 'Melodietypus* "To attribute 
mode to a musical item implies some hierarchy of pitch relationships, or some restriction on 
pitch successions; it is more than merely a scale. At the same time, what can be called the mode 
of a musical item is never so restricted as what is implied by referring to its ‘tune’; a mode is 
always at least a melody type or melody model, never just a fixed melody. This polarity of scale 
and tune is an instance of the familiar opposition of general to specific, which in music is often 
thought of as a contrasting of theory with practice. When modes (or their equivalents) are 
construed as primary scalar, they tend to be used for classifying, for grouping musical entities 
into ideal categories. When the melodic aspects of modality are its predominant features, then 
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einerseits und der historischen Entwicklung andererseits wählt Powers dann 
den gregorianischen Choral und die darauf bezogene Musiklehre als Paradigma 
für Modus und Modalitat. 

Ich halte die Darstellung von Powers für eine sehr nützliche Beschreibung 
der Rahmenbedingungen einer Erórterung von Modus. Schwierig bleibt, daf ein 
Kontinuum zwischen Skala und Modellmelodie kaum vorstellbar ist und daß 
die Definition vorab systematisch, aber nicht historisch befriedigt. Denn nach 
Seiten der Historie wäre doch stets zu fragen: wie lernt ein Sänger .ein 
Repertoire? Und: wie verhält sich das Auswendiglernen von Gesängen zu deren 
Klassifikation? Anders formuliert: wie verhält sich in der Zeit vor den ersten 
notierten Zeugnissen der Aspekt einer oral tradition zur Modalität? Oder noch- 
mals anders formuliert: wie unterteilt ein Sänger (oder eine andere Instanz) ein 
Repertoire? Die angesprochenen Fragen lassen sich allgemein nicht lösen, aber 
wenigstens anhand von historischen Materialien klarer formulieren. Wie die 
Rahmenbedingungen einer solchen, auf das ‘erste Jahrtausend‘ bezogenen Ar- 
beit beschaffen sind, behandle ich im folgenden Abschnitt. 


II. 


Seit dem Erscheinen eines Buches von Eric Werner‘ ist ‘das erste Jahrtausend’ 
in der Musikgeschichtsschreibung zum Begriff geworden. Während aber andere 
Gebiete - zum Beispiel 'Die Musik zur Zeit der Karolinger oder 'Die Musik der 
Notre Dame-Zeit' wenigstens in ihren Rahmenbedingungen anerkannte Teile 
der Musikgeschichtsschreibung geworden sind, ist an einer 'Musik im ersten 
Jahrtausend' nicht viel klar. Darum móchte ich in diesem Abschnitt in heuris- 
tischer Absicht zwei Arbeitshypothesen formulieren, um meine im folgenden 
benótigten Materialien in einen Zusammenhang zu bringen. Ich nenne die erste 
Hypothese Y-Hypothese, weil sie als Diagramm gezeichnet die Figur eines Y 


modes are seen as guides and norms for composition or improvisation." (Ibid.) 


* E. Werner, The Sacred Bridge: the Interdependence of Liturgy and Music in Synagogue and Church 
during the First Millennium (London and New York, 1959). 
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belegt. Die zweite Hypothese nenne ich aus dem analogen Grund 
Psi-Hypothese. 

Die Y-Hypothese ist eine sehr rohe Formulierung der Arbeitshypothesen, 
derer sich der Liturgiehistoriker Anton Baumstark im Laufe seiner Arbeit be- 
diente.” Sie besteht aus vier Elementen in der folgenden Anordnung: 


c D 


» 


Das Schema meint: der sogenannte christliche Kultgesang entstand aus der 
Musik des Tempels und der Synagoge (A). Das erste Zentrum, dessen litur- 
gische Usanzen uns ausführlich überliefert sind und das seinerzeit als maß- 
geblich galt, ist Jerusalem (B) im vierten und fünften Jahrhundert. Vom Zen- 
trum Jerusalem breiteten sich die Liturgie und wohl auch die Gesänge aus nach 
Rom (C) und ins Frankenreich einerseits, ins byzantinische Reich mit Zentrum 
Konstantinopel (D) andererseits. 

Zwei Faktoren gehen aus dem Schema und meiner Umschreibung nicht 


? Ich verzichte hier wie im folgenden auf ausführliche Literaturangaben. Literatur zum Thema 
habe ich andernorts zusammengestellt (M. Haas, 'Zur Psalmodie der christlichen Frühzeit‘, 
Schweizer Jahrbuch für Musikwissenschaft, N.F. 2 (1982), S. 29-51). Ebenso informativ wie 
weiterführend sind zwei Arbeiten von Peter Jeffery: Jerusalem and Rome (and Constantinople): 
the Musical Heritage of Two Great Cities in the Formation of the Medieval Chant Traditions, 
International Musicological Society Study Group Cantus Planus: Papers Read at the Fourth Meeting 
Pecs, Hungary 3 - 8 September 1990 (Budapest, 1992), S. 163-174; und 'The Lost Chant Tradition of 
Early Christian Jerusalem: Some Possible Melodic Survivals in the Byzantine and Latin Chant 
Repertories', Early Music History, 11 (1992), S. 151-190. - Eine bibliographische Ergänzung zum 
Thema bietet Jeffery jetzt in seiner 'Liturgical Chant Bibliography‘, Plainsong and Medieval Music, 
1. 2 (1992), S. 175-196. 
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hervor. Erstens: Liturgie- wie musikhistorisch ist ein zusátzliches Problem die 
Verbindung C-D: wie waren die Beziehungen zwischen Byzanz und dem Fran- 
kenreich? Zweitens: der Ausdruck 'Byzanz ist hier unprázis: die Rezipienten 
auf der Achse B-D sind zumindest auch Slaven, Armenier und Georgier. 

Die Psi-Hypothese sei erst umschrieben, bevor sie graphisch dargestellt wird. 
Ihr liegt die den Historikern bekannte Idee einer translatio studii zugrunde. Der 
Ausdruck leitet sich her von der translatio imperii. Gemeint ist, daß zum Beispiel 
im Karolingerreich der Kaiser sich als rechtmäßiger Nachfolger des letzten 
Vertreters des zusammengebrochenen rómischen Reiches verstand, da er sich 
auf cine translatio imperii berief. Analog dazu wird der Ausdruck translatio studii 
verwendet. Dabei geht es um die Legitimation von Bildungszielen und 
einzelnen Bildungsinhalten: das, was vorab bei den Griechen, dann auch bei 
Römern Großes geleistet wurde, soll jetzt an einem bestimmten Ort wei- 
tergeführt werden. 

Die Psi-Hypothese sieht im Diagramm so aus: 


16 


Diese translatio-Idee wird vierfach tradiert? 

1. Das sogenannte griechische Erbe wird nach dem Fall von Alexandrien 
unter arabischer Herrschaft weitergepflegt und durch Übersetzungen (griechisch 
- syrisch - arabisch oder direkt griechisch - arabisch) und darauf bezogene 
Lehre verbreitet. Unter Arabern im Mittelalter ist die klare Vorstellung vorhan- 
den, daß ein Tradentenstrang von Alexandrien nach Bagdad führt. 

2. Juden waren unter arabischer Herrschaft an dieser Rezeption maßgeblich 
beteiligt: im mittelalterlichen Spanien wurden die einschlägigen Texte - in 
arabischer oder hebräischer Sprache - gelesen und oft auch kommentiert. 

3. Durch verschiedene Tradenten - für die Frühzeit genannt seien beispiels- 
weise Boethius, Cassiodor, Isidor - gelangte einiges an Wissen in den 
lateinischen Westen. 

4. Im byzantinischen Reich gab es eine nicht unterbrochene Tradierung aus 
ganz verschiedenen Quellen: die Materialien reichen nicht notwendigerweise 
stets auf antike griechische Quellen zurück. Auch jüdische und muslimische 
Gewährsleute waren immer wieder aktiv. Selbstverständlich war - wie bei den 
Arabern - eine starke Rezeption des alexandrinischen Schulbetriebs. 


Y-Hypothese und Psi-Hypothese erlauben es, einige Probleme der Musik- 
geschichtsschreibung in einfacher - und, wie ich gerne zugebe: in vereinfachter 
- Form zu formulieren. Es ist anzunehmen, daß ich mit den folgenden Aussagen 
nur offene Türen einrenne - vereinzelte Bemerkungen in der Literatur sprechen 
dafür. Andererseits hat mich beeindruckt, daß die Herausgeber der zweiten 
Auflage des Mittelalter-Bandes der New Oxford History of Music in einem 


® Wie bereits im Falle der Y-Hypothese verzichte ich im folgenden auf Literaturangaben. 
Anregend und gleichzeitig weiterführende Arbeiten zur translatio-ldee sind zum Beispiel: Franz 
Rosenthal, Das Fortleben der Antike im Islam (Zurich and Stuttgart, 1965); Pierre Courcelle, Les 
lettres grecques en Occident, de Macrobe a Cassiodore, Bibliothéque des Écoles d'Athênes et de 
Rome, 1. CLIX (Paris, 1948); Paul Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin: notes et remarques sur 
enseignement et culture à Byzance des origines au XC siecle, Bibliothèque byzantine, Etudes 6 (Paris, 
1971). 
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gewissen Maße, vorab aber jene des zweiten Bandes des Neuen Handbuchs der 
Musikwissenschaft eine Aufsicht vertreten, die jede Menge an Problemen nicht 
einfach nicht lóst, sondern schlicht auf die Seite drückt. Zu Problemen, welche 
durch derartige Geschichtsschreibung nicht angegangen werden, móchte ich 
einige Bemerkungen anbringen. 

Im Mittelalter lebten die Vertreter der drei großen Schriftreligionen - Juden, 
Muslimin und Christen - noch nebeneinander und oft, so im mittelalterlichen 
Spanien, auch miteinander. Es ist für mich eindrücklich festzustellen, dafs 
Notationen nur in christlichen Kulturen beobachtbar sind. Juden und Muslimin 
allerdings wußten durchaus, daß es Notationen gibt und in der Musiklehre 
haben sie sich ihrer auch zur Demonstration und Exemplifizierung von 
Beschreibungen bedient, doch sahen sie offensichtlich keine Notwendigkeit, ihre 
Repertoires aufzuzeichnen. (Es scheint eine in sich interessante Ausnahme zu 
sein, wenn Ishaq al-Mausili im 9. Jahrhundert eine Melodie notiert und sie dem 
Prinzen Ibrahim ibn al-Mahdi zusendet”). Statt stets der Frage nachzugehen, wie 
in christlichen Kulturen Notation entstand, ließe sich durchaus in historischer 
Absicht umgekehrt fragen: wenn gilt, daß Muslimin und Juden über eine um- 
schreibbare Kultur der Tradierung und der Sicherung von Tradition verfügten 
und die notwendigen, diese Kultur stabilisierenden Faktoren intensiv pflegten; 
wenn weiter gilt, daß bei Juden wie Muslimin die Tradierung von Gesängen 
ohne Notation ausreichend gesichert war, wie ist dann der Zustand der christli- 
chen Kulturen zum Zeitpunkt der Entwicklung von Notation? Tritt das Phäno- 
men 'Notation' zum Beispiel im Rahmen von Herrschaftserweiterung oder von 
Missionierung auf - also in Zeiten, in denen Traditionen nicht mehr ausreichend 
absichern, da sie zunáchst den Betroffenen aufoktroyiert werden müssen? 

Daß Musikgeschichtsschreibung des Mittelalters von einer untrennbaren 
Verflechtung der drei großen Schriftreligionen ausgehen muß, läßt sich aller- 
dings auch auf einer anderen, ideologisch weit weniger brisanten Ebene fassen. 
Wer Schriften von Boethius liest und sich dann Texten von Farabi zuwendet, 
der über vierhundert Jahre später in Bagdad schreibt, trifft viel an Vergleich- 


* Cf. George Dimitri Sawa, Music Performance Practice in the Early “Abbasid Era 132-320 AH / 
750-932 AD, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Studies and Texts 92 (Toronto, 1989), S. 73. 
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barem und auch Übereinstimmungen. ‚Dem liegt die einfache, gerade von 
Orientalisten immer wieder herangezogene Tatsache zugrunde, daß Boethius 
und Farabi - wie vermittelt auch immer - aus der gleichen Tradition kommen, 
jener der 'Schule von Alexandrien' in einem weiteren Sinne. Anders formuliert: 
vergleichen wir christliche Kulturen, Islam und Judentum im Mittelalter, stoßen 
wir auf ganze Arsenale von Analogien. Sie verdanken sich nicht irgendwelchen 
'Einflüßen', sondern der Herkunft und Abhängigkeit der Bildung von den 
großen Zentren. 

Bereits vor rund hundert Jahren hat Moritz Steinschneider einen Teil der 
wichtigen Materialien für einschlägige Arbeiten bereitgestellt? nicht unerwáhnt 
bleiben darf, daß die RISM-Bände zum arabischen, griechischen, hebräischen 
und zu einem Teil des lateinischen Schrifttums vorhanden sind. Es dürfte heute 
weniger denn je einfach sein zu überblicken, was an Material uns insgesamt für 
eine entsprechende Musikgeschichtsschreibung zur Verfügung steht. Werden 
nun, wie im Neuen Handbuch der Musikwissenschaft, die einschlägigen Mittei- 
lungen zum Judentum im Antiken-Band versorgt, die Araber in die Ethno- 
musikologie abgeschoben und Byzanz et sequaces vergessen, so entsteht doch 
dadurch ein Bild von einem Mittelalter, das sich, was die früheren Stadien be- 
trifft, oft nicht mehr so recht von einer auf lineare Verläufe hin redigierten 
Geschichte der katholischen Kirchenmusik unterscheidet. In dieser Situation 
müssen die aus der Not geborenen, rudimentären und behelfsmäßigen Über- 
sichtsmuster her. In meinem Falle: dann entstehen eben die dank ihrer äußer- 
sten Vereinfachung etwas merkwürdigen Gebilde wie Y- und Psi-Hypothese. 


eee 


Auch wenn nun in weiten Teilen der Musikwissenschaft Einigkeit bestehen 
dürfte, daß 'Mittelalter aus musikhistorischer Sicht sich an der Vorstellung 
orientieren muf, es gehe im minimalen Fall um die Musik im Rahmen der drei 
grofien Schriftreligionen, so wissen wir heute doch bemerkenswert wenig über 


0 [ch nenne hier nur eine Arbeit: M. Steinschneider, Die hebraeischen Übersetzungen des 
Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher (Berlin, 1893 und Ndr. Graz, 1956). 
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das Vorgehen im einzelnen. Mir scheinen derzeit nur Fallstudien móglich: Ver- 
suche also, an kleinen, umschreibbaren Teilen der Historie anzusetzen und aus- 
zuprobieren, ob sich etwas ergibt. Drei solcher Fälle seien in den nächsten und 
abschließenden drei Abschnitten skizziert. Damit die Übersicht gewahrt bleibt, 
möchte ich aber bereits hier die drei Fälle ausführlich vorstellen und verzichte 
dann in den Falldarstellungen auf jede Einleitung. 


Fall 1: 

Eric Werner widmet in seinem oben erwáhnten Buch ein Kapitel der Entstehung 
und Geschichte des Oktoechos." Die Argumentation dieses Textes - von Werner 
seit den vierziger Jahren mehrfach vorgetragen - láuft auf drei Ebenen. 

1. Der Autor nimmt an, daß die Denkfigur 'Oktoechos' nicht auf den Versuch 
zurückgeht, ein bestimmtes Repertoire oder verschiedene Repertoires zu 
unterteilen in Kategorien oder Klassen, sondern daß kosmologische und 
kalendarische Komponenten zur Klassifikation von Repertoires genutzt wurden. 
Allgemeiner: "It is our conviction that the principle of eight modes is one of the 
oldest attempts of mankind to organize the chaotic and to select with 
discrimination."!? 

2. Auf einer anderen Ebene argumentiert Werner, wenn er wie selbst- 
verstándlich feststellt: "The existence of modes in the music of all Oriental 
cultures is a well-known fact."? Damit wird vorausgesetzt, was zu zeigen wäre, 
nämlich zu verstehen, was ein Modus ist. Den Zirkelschluß zu realisieren wird 
dem Leser nicht leichtgemacht, da er erfährt: "Since the idea of modality has 
found many expressions in many languages, in the course of twenty-five 
centuries a great deal of confusion has resulted from the wide variance in the 
terms used for the word 'mode'."* Dem entsprechend kommt dann eine Liste 


1 E. Werner, "The Origin of the Eight Modes of Music (Octoechos),, in The Sacred Bridge (n.. 6), 
S. 373-409. 


1 Thid., S. 374. 
3 Ibid., S. 373. 


4 Ibid., S. 374. 
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von hebräischen, griechischen, lateinischen, byzantinischen, arabischen und sy- 
rischen Termini für 'Modus', die allerdings kaum und wenn, dann nur sehr 
unzureichend erláutert werden. 

3. Die Darstellung ist zum größeren Teil Texten unterschiedlicher Art 
gewidmet, welche die Idee 'Modus' in irgend einer Sprachgestalt zeigen. Un- 
zweifelhaft hat Werner eine Idee, was Modus ist. Er vertritt sie auch leiden- 
schaftlich und, wie gesagt, in mehreren Arbeiten; doch ist sie für den Historiker 
wenig faßlich, da es Werner eher um die 'Metaphysik des Modus' geht und 
nicht um den Versuch, einzelne Texte zu erhellen. 

Ich halte es nicht für sinnvoll, die Darstellung von Werner kritisch zu 
befragen. Aber da sie sehr bekannt ist, bietet sie wenigstens einen nützlichen 
Ausgangspunkt. Ich móchte in Abschnitt III. nur eine einzige der von Werner 
herangezogenen Stellen genauer betrachten. Es handelt sich um eine als ein 
Motto zitierte Passage aus dem Midrasch Tehillim, aus einer jüdischen Aus- 
legung der Psalmen also: "R. Judah ben Ilai said: 'And how many strings does 
the Kinnor have?' Seven as it is said: 'Seven times a day do I praise Thee'. And 
for the days of the Messiah eight, as it is said: 'To the Chief Musician upon the 
eighth mode (sheminit)'." Werner nimmt die Stelle zusammen mit deren Rezep- 
tion im spáteren jüdischen Schrifttum als Beleg für die Achtzahl der Modi. Ich 
glaube, daß sie für eine derartige Optik irrelevant ist und daß es sehr viel 
interessanter ist zu verstehen, worum es den Rabbinen in einem solchen Text 
überhaupt gehen kónnte. 


Fall 2: 

Im arabischen Schrifttum macht die sogenannte adab-Literatur eine eigene 
Gattung aus. Es geht um kulturrelevante Bildungsliteratur. Eines der ganz 
großen, gesamthaft nicht übersetzbaren Werke ist der Kitab al-aghani, das Buch 
der Lieder. Das Buch wurde im 10. Jahrhundert zusammengestellt von Abu 
I-Faraj al-Isfahani. Die Idee zum Buch soll auf Harun ar-Rashid zurückgehen, 
der im 8. Jahrhundert drei große Sänger bat, hundert für die arabische Kultur 
maßgebliche Lieder zu sammeln. al-Isfahani stellte dann nicht nur die Lieder 
zusammen, sondern die mit ihnen verbundenen Geschichten; der heutige Leser 
erfáhrt dadurch Geschichte in Form von Geschichten. Dabei wird auch über die 
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großen Sänger mit beeindruckender Genauigkeit im Detail berichtet. 

Für unsere Zwecke interessant ist eine Stelle im Bericht über einen großen 
Sänger des 9. Jahrhunderts, Ishaq al-Mausili. Es wird darin unter anderem 
erzählt, es habe ein Kollege Ishaq's einem byzantinischen Lied arabischen Text 
unterlegt und es dem Ishaq vorgesungen um zu sehen, wie lange der große 
Musiker benótige, um die Eigenart des so entstandenen Liedes zu erkennen. 
Wichtig ist, daß Ishaq mit dem Problem Mühe hatte. Eine byzantinische 
Melodie zu jener Zeit war demnach nicht ohne weiteres ganz anders als eine 
arabische. Da wir durch eine andere Quelle, durch einen Traktat von Ibn 
al-Munajjim, etwas über die Modalität der Ishaq bekannten Lieder wissen, lädt 
diese Stelle aus dem Buch der Lieder dazu ein, über Modalität byzantinischer 
Melodien des 9. Jahrhunderts aufgrund einer arabischen Quelle zu spekulieren. 
Das ist das Vorhaben des Abschnittes IV. 


Fall 3: 
Gerade in der älteren Literatur werden im Zusammenhang mit byzantinischer 
Poesie und Melodik gerne syrische Quellen angeführt. Es ist dann allerdings 
klar geworden, daß Vermutungen deutscher Syriazisten des ausgehenden 19. 
und der ersten Hálfte des 20. Jahrhunderts über Grundlagen der syrischen 
Poesie nicht zutreffend sind und es wurde auch bald klar, daß der Grundtext 
zum Oktoechos, der sogenannte Oktoechos des Severus (512-518 als Patriarchat 
von Antiochien tätig) genuin nicht in musikalischer Absicht geordnet wurde: 
die Verbindung der Lieder in der Sammlung des Severus und seiner spáteren 
Redaktoren mit einzelnen Tönen des Oktoechos läßt sich erst in syrischen 
Handschriften des 11.-13. Jahrhunderts beobachten.' 

Es ist klar, daß der Begriff 'Oktoechos' früher begegnet; doch habe ich 


5 Diese Feststellung findet sich bereits bei Klaus Wachsmann, Untersuchungen zum 
vorgregorianischen Gesang, Veröffentlichungen der gregorianischen Akademie zu Freiburg in der 
Schweiz, 19 (Regensburg, 1935), S. 86-89. 


1 Belegstellen für das Griechische bietet Denise Hemmerdinger, 'L'Heptacorde et l'Octoichos, 
un probleme scientifique, musical, theologique et politique, in L'enseignement de la musique au 
moyen áge et à la Renaissance: Colloque 5 et 6 juillet 1985 (Paris, 1987), S. 38-52, und für das 
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bislang aus den ersten Jahrhunderten keinen Befund gesehen, der mich ver- 
muten lief, ein Sánger habe den Oktoechos als kategorien- oder klassenbildend 
für die Unterteilung eines Repertoires angesehen. Andererseits aber gibt die 
syrische Poesie, wie sie im vierten Jahrhundert durch Ephraem Syrus gestaltet 
wurde, direkten Aufschluß über die Idee einer auch für byzantinische Hymnen 
relevanten Modellmelodie. Auf diesen Aspekt móchte ich mich daher im letzten 
Abschnitt konzentrieren. 


HI. 


Die ausführliche Version der von Eric Werner (bis zur Unkenntlichkeit ver- 
kürzt) aus dem Midrasch Tehillim angeführten Stelle bietet der babylonische 
Talmud. Es heißt hier in der Diskussion (= Gemara) von Mischna: 


"R. Jehuda sagte: Die Harfe im Tempel hatte sieben Saiten, denn es heißt (Ps. 16,11): der 
Freuden Fülle ist vor deinem Antlitze, und man lese nicht soba‘ [Fülle] sondern sheba‘ 
[sieben]. Die der messianischen Tage hat acht, denn es heißt (Ps. 12,1): dem Sangmeister 
auf dem Achter, auf der achten Saite. Die der zukünftigen Welt hat zehn, denn es heift 
(Ps. 92,4): auf dem Zehnsaitigen und auf dem Psalter, auf dem Getöne der Harfe. Ferner heißt 
es (Ps. 33,2.3), danket dem Herrn mit der Harfe, mit dem zehnsaitigen Psalter spielet ihm; singet 
ihm ein neues Lied."" 


Der Gehalt dieser Stelle kann hier nicht umfaßend dargestellt werden; doch 
móchte ich wenigstens auf den Zusammenhang eingehen. 

Neben der Tora - dem in hebráischer Schrift geoffenbarten Text - kennt das 
Judentum eine 'mündliche Tora'. Dazu gehört die sogenannte Mischna, in der 
Einzelheiten der mündlichen Lehre aufgeschrieben sind. Darin werden viele 
Aspekte, die in der Tora nur sehr kurz behandelt sind, ausführlich besprochen. 


syrische Umfeld von 'Oktoéchos' Elias Kesrouani, 'L'Octoéchos syriaque', in Aspects de la musique 
liturgique au Moyen Age: Actes des colloques de Royaumont de 1986, 1987 et 1988 (Paris, 1991), S. 
78-91. 


7 cArakhin ILvi (13b); zitiert nach der Übersetzung von Lazarus Goldschmidt, Der babylonische 
Talmud, 11 (Kónigstein, 1981), S. 681. 
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Als die Juden in die Diaspora gedrángt und zerstreut wurden, schrieb man die 
Mischna zur Sicherung der Lehre auf und tradierte sie nicht länger nur münd- 
lich. In der rabbinischen Tradition gilt R. Jehuda ha-Nasi (der Fürst') als Redak- 
tor der Sammlung, wie sie im 2. Jahrhundert festgelegt wurde. Die Diskus- 
sionen um Mischna in Form der Gemara wurden spáter miteinander aufge- 
schrieben. Das ganze Corpus heißt dann Talmud, wobei ich mich hier auf die 
sogenannte babylonische Redaktion beziehe. Die andere Redaktion liegt im 
palástinensischen Talmud, auch Talmud Yerushalmi genannt, vor. 

Die Mischna umfaßt sechs Ordnungen. Die fünfte heißt Qodashim, da es um 
Heiliges geht. Als fünfter Traktat dieser Ordnung findet sich der Traktat 
“Arakhin' (Schätzungen). Darin sind auch die Pflichten der Leviten besprochen, 
von denen es im entsprechenden Abschnitt von Mischna heißt: "Auch durften 
sie" - die Leviten - den Gesang im Tempel "nicht mit Laute und Harfe begleiten, 
sondern nur mit dem Munde ...". In der Gemara dazu geht es um das Verstánd- 
nis der Instrumente. Zu diesem Punkt wird die oben zitierte Ansicht von Rabbi 
Jehuda angeführt. Diese Meinung ist für das Judentum nicht mafsgebend - das 
Judentum kennt keine Dogmatik -, aber stets bedenkenswert. R. Jehuda bietet 
eine Klárung des Unterschiedes zwischen zwei Saiteninstrumenten - im 
Hebräischen nevel und kinnor - und diese Meinung erwähnt die Gemara, weil 
sich damit R. Jehuda scheinbar im Gegensatz zur Mischna äußert. Die Form der 
Äußerung gehört nicht in den Bereich des Rechts (in die halakha), sondern ist 
aggadisch, amplifiziert in diesem Falle Textstellen. Denn R. Jehuda bedenkt 
Stellen aus dem Buch der Psalmen, aus dem schriftlich offenbarten Text also, 
die seines Erachtens im Zusammenhang mit der Harfe (kinnor) stehen. 

Soweit wir heute seine Gedanken verstehen, ist er der Ansicht, daß die Harfe 
im Tempel sieben Saiten hatte. Denn R. Jehuda liest in Ps. 16,11 das Graphem 
au in eigener Weise: ohne daß ein Buchstabe verändert würde - es geht ja um 
den schriftlich offenbarten, also nicht veränderbaren Text - läßt sich das 
Graphem als 'Fülle', aber auch als 'sieben' verstehen. In diesem zweiten Sinn 
interpretiert R. Jehuda die Stelle. Aufgrund anderer Psalmstellen ordnet er der 
siebensaitigen Harfe im Tempel eine achtsaitige in den Tagen des Messias zu 
und er sagt, es gábe dann in der zukünftigen Welt eine zehnsaitige Harfe. 

Zunächst: es handelt sich nicht um einen Traktat über Musik, sondern um 
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einen Traktat aus dem Talmud, in dem aufgrund bestimmter Umstánde etwas 
vorkommt, was die Musik betrifft. Man kónnte an den Text von verschiedenen 
Seiten herantreten. Ist es zum Beispiel so, daß R. Jehuda sehr schwierige Stellen 
aus den Psalmen hier bedenken will, die Bedeutung etwa der Passage "Dem 
Sangmeister auf dem Achtern"? Oder will er darauf hinweisen, daf$ die Harfe 
in ihrer Geschichte vom Tempeldienst bis zur Zeit der künftigen Welt mehr Sai- 
ten erhält, damit sich ihr Ton verändere? Jedenfalls: im Traktat “Arakhin' oder 
in der Form, in der sich die diesbezügliche Lehre von R. Jehuda im Midrasch 
Tehillim findet, die Bedeutung des Wortes für 'acht' in Ps. 12,1 zu einem "eighth 
mode" zu drehen, wie Werner das tut, führt von einer sehr interessanten, mehr- 
fach interpretierbaren Stelle im Talmud weg zu einer vóllig anderen, für die 
einschlägigen Talmudstellen irrelevanten Kategorisierung. 

Wenigstens erwáhnt sei, daf die Geschichte der Rezeption dieses Gedankens 
von R. Jehuda interessant ist: bei Se'adyah, Ga'on von Sura im 9. Jahrhundert, 
ist in einem arabischen Text von acht "lahn" die Rede. Gemeint sind acht 
rhythmische Modelle oder Modi ('modus' hier im Sinne von: "Art und Weise, 
in der etwas unterteilt wird") in einer auf den in griechischer Musiktheorie 
bewanderten Muslim al-Kindi zurückreichenden Form." Natürlich kann bei 
Se'adyah wie anderen die Idee begegnen, die Achtzahl im Rahmen des 
Gedankenganges von R. Jehuda zu verbinden mit anderen Reihen von acht 
Gegebenheiten. Denn wenn gilt, daf die Tora die ganze schriftliche Offen- 
barung enthält, kann sich der Interessierte bei allem, was er lernt, fragen, ob das 
'Neue' vielleicht ein Hinweis ist auf etwas, das die Tora als Offenbarung bereits 
enthält und das bislang in der Tradition so noch nicht verstanden wurde. Im 
Rahmen von Y- und Psi-Hypothese ausgedrückt: sicher geht der sogenannte 
Kultgesang des Frühchristentums auf Synagoge und Tempel zurück und sicher 
gibt es viele Diskussionen zum Transfer von antikem Wissen, an dem sich dann 
auch Juden beteiligen. Diese Diskussionen sind schon darum interessant, weil 
Juden aus ihrer eigenen Tradition heraus sich zu Belangen einer anderen 


15 Ich stütze mich hier auf Edition und Kommentar von Israel Adler, Hebrew Writings 
Concerning Music in Manuscripts and Printed Books from Geonic Times up to 1800, RISM, B IX? 
Munich, 1975), S. 289. 
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Tradition äußern. Aber es gibt nicht ein Indiz dafür, daß im Tempel oder in der 
Synagoge eine Achtteilung der Gesänge erwogen wurde oder daß sich im 
rabbinischen Schrifttum insgesamt ein solcher Hinweis findet. 


IV. 


Nach dem Bericht im Kitab al-aghani wird Ishaq al-Mausili die byzantinische 
Melodie mit dem unterschobenen arabischen Text vorgesungen." Es heißt dann: 
Ishaq hórt sehr aufmerksam zu und versucht allmáhlich zu verstehen, was am 
Gehórten eigenartig ist. Wesentlich scheint mir, daf nichts gesagt wird von der 
Art, Aspekte der Melodie - Skala oder bestimmte Muster - seien auffällig 
gewesen. Sondern Ishaq's Hauptkriterium zur Beurteilung des Gesanges liegt 
darin, diesen aufzuteilen oder zu unterteilen in Abschnitte und die verwendeten 
Metra zu studieren. Dieses Kriterium reicht für Ishag dann aus, um den Gesang 
als byzantinisch zu klassifizieren. 

Über die arabischen Lieder, die Ishaq geläufig waren, enthält der Kitab 
al-aghani keine musiktheoretischen Aussagen. Die im Buch der Lieder übliche 
Usanz besteht darin, ein Lied wiederzugeben und gerade davor zwei Angaben 
anzubringen: eine Bundstelle auf der Laute, wohl als Kürzel für den Modus, 
und das Metrum. 

Einen gewissen Aufschluf zu den Liedern liefert aber die Abhandlung über 
Musik (Risala fi I-musigi) von Ibn al-Munajjim.” Ibn al-Munajjim bezieht sich 


1 Ed. Dar al-kutub (Cairo, 1932), V, 5. 279/280. - Die Erzählung ist meines Wissens nicht in 
eine westeuropäische Sprache übersetzt. - Gernot Rotter (Abu I-Faradsch, Und der Kalif beschenke 
ihn reichlich: Auszüge aus dem 'Buch der Lieder’ (Tübingen und Basel, 1977) bietet als Leseprobe 
einige elegant übersetzte, typische Auszüge aus dem Werk. l 


? Ed. Yusuf Shauqi (Cairo, 1976). - Zur Klärung meiner Gedanken für diesen Abschnitt 
waren mir neben dem n. 9 genannten Buch von Sawa drei Arbeiten von grósstem Nutzen: 
Owen Wright, ‘Ibn al-Munajjim and the Early Arabian Modes’, The Galpin Society Journal, 19 
(1966), S. 27-48; Benedikt Reinert, 'Das Problem des pythagoráischen Kommas in der arabischen 
Musiktheorie', Asiatische Studien, 2 (1979), S. 199-217; idem, 'Die arabische Musiktheorie zwischen 
autochthoner Tradition und griechischem Erbe', in, Die Blütezeit der arabischen Wissenschaft, ed. 
Heinz Balmer, Beat Glaus (Zurich, 1990), S. 79-108. 
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darin auf seinen Lehrer Ishaq und stellt dessen Tonmaterial vor in seiner 
Anordnung auf der (viersaitigen) Laute. Wird der tiefste Ton als g angesetzt, 
ergibt sich die zehnstufige Skala ga bh c' d' es' e' f' fis'. Die wenigen Angaben 
zum Vorkommen dieser Töne zeigen allerdings, daß Ishaq streng diatonisch 
und dabei heptatonisch vorging. Dabei waren chromatische Móglichkeiten 
ausgeschloßen; die zusätzlichen Töne sollen Transpositionen ermöglichen. 
Anders gesagt: wird unter 'Modus' eine Skala verstanden, dann lassen sich 
aufgrund der Angaben von Ibn al-Munajjim Skalen konstruieren, die mit den 
byzantinischen nach unserer weitgehend geübten Transkriptionspraxis über- 
einstimmen. 

Ich halte das Ergebnis in einem nun allerdings wieder interessanten Sinne für 
trivial. Araber wie Ibn al-Munajjim oder dann al-Farabi unterscheiden termi- 
nologisch zwei Arten von Musik. Mit ghina’ ist die autochthone arabische Mu- 
sik gemeint, währen der Graezismus musiga (oder musigi) die griechische Musik 
meint. Interessant ist es nun, wenn Phänomene der autochthonen arabischen 
Musik aufgrund griechischer Theorie reflektiert werden. Eine typische Verbin- 
dung von autochthoner und griechischstämmiger Musikbetrachtung liegt zum 
Beispiel vor, wenn Farabi in bestimmtem Zusammenhang auf Zalzal eingeht, 
auf einen Musiker des 9. Jahrhunderts. Ihm wird ein Bund auf der Laute zuge- 
schrieben, der die Bildung eines Dreivierteltons ermóglicht. Dieser Baustein 
wird dann wieder beschrieben zum Beispiel als Teil des rast genannten Modus 
(im Sinne von Skala) mit der Unterteilung einer Quarte in einen Ganzton und 
zwei Dreivierteltóne. Damit das Verháltnis zwischen Halbton und Ganzton als 
den einfachsten Bausteinen einer Skala einerseits und einem Dreiviertelton an- 
dererseits klar wird, zeigt Farabi Teilungsmóglichkeiten des Ganztones in vier 
Vierteltóne. Er ist dabei an den verschiedenen Möglichkeiten der Proportions- 
bildung interessiert. Ich nehme nun an, daf Ibn al-Munajjim wie Farabi nicht 
versuchen, ihre traditionelle Musik (ghina’) umfassend darzustellen, sondern 
daß sie zeigen wollen, wie sich bestimmte Aspekte des gut Bekannten - und eben 
nicht eine Lehre von den tradierten Melodien selber - mit Hilfe des neu- 
erworbenen Wissens, mit Hilfe griechischer Musiklehre also, formulieren lassen. 

Die Tatsache, daß im Kitab al-aghani der 'Modus' eines Liedes nur durch die 
Nennung der Bundstelle für den Anfang angegeben wird, zeigt ausreichend, 
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daß die Kommunikation von Musik bereits dadurch als gesichert galt. Die Lehre 
von Ibn al-Munajjim selber trágt nicht zur Dechiffrierung dieser Bundangaben 
bei, sondern teilt nur mit, wie der Vorrat an Toncharakteren beschaffen ist. Wir 
stehen damit vor einem interessanten Dilemma. Griechische Musiklehre in 
arabischer Optik reagiert stark auf die übergeordnete Frage, in welcher Weise 
Teile sich zu einem Ganzen verhalten. Also zum Beispiel Quinte und Quarte 
zur Oktave oder Halbton und Viertelton zum Ganzton. Eine solche Optik ver- 
mag an verschiedenen Orten die Beschreibung von Skalen zu motivieren, die 
im Quervergleich 'gleich' aussehen, genetisch aber nicht verknüpft sind. Falls 
nun eine solche Beschreibung (oder ein solches Beschreibungsmuster) an zwei 
Orten auftaucht, meint sie daher noch keine Affinität der tatsächlich realisierten 
Musikarten zueinander. Nun sind aber nach dem Bericht des Kitab al-aghani 
byzantinische und arabische Melodien zumindest nicht einfach unterscheidbar. 
Das heißt allerdings wiederum nicht, daß in beiden Fällen Diatonik ange- 
nommen werden muß; denn vielleicht kommen wir in beiden Fällen zur 
Diatonik wiederum nur durch die Beschreibungsmuster. Anders gesagt: die auf 
Skalen reduzierte Betrachtungsweise eróffnet sicher nicht den Blick auf die 
Gestaltung von Melodien. 


V. 


Die Verfassung der syrischen Poesie und ihr Verhältnis zur griechischen ist ein 
schwieriges Kapitel. Ich verdanke es einer kurzen und hóchst inhaltsreichen 
Arbeit von Sebastian P. Brock, daß sich mir einige Ausgangspunkte geklärt 
haben.” Darum möchte ich im folgenden die wichtigen Punkte dieser Arbeit, 
die ich für bedeutend halte, einfach referieren. 

'Sozomenos berichtet in seiner Kirchengeschichte - verfasst in der ersten 
Hälfte des 5. Jahrhunderts - vom Gnostiker Bardaisan (+ 222) und erzählt (Hist. 


2 'Syriac and Greek Hymnography: Problems of Origin', in Papers Presented to the Seventh 
International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford 1975, Il, Monastica et Ascetica, Orientalia, 
E Saeculo Secundo, Origen, Athanasius, Cappadocian Fathers, Chrysostom, Augustine, ed. Elizabeth A. 
Livingstone, Studia Patristica, 16 (Berlin, 1985), S. 77-81. 
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Eccl. 111.16), Bardaisans Sohn Harmonios sei in verschiedenen Belangen des 
griechischen Wissens sehr bewandert gewesen. So habe er Hymnen geschrieben, 
welche jetzt oft auch von Syrern gesungen würden. Der Wortlaut sei jetzt zwar 
bei den Syrern nicht genau gleich, die Melodien aber stimmten überein. 

Drijver und jetzt Brock machen klar, daß Harmonios eine Erfindung ist, ein 
Fall von 'Greek chauvinism': Sozomenos mußte den Ruhm der syrischen Poeten 
anerkennen, wollte die Ursprünge aber im Griechischen und nicht im 
Semitischen sehen. (Dabei weckt heute bereits der Name des Harmonios Ver- 
dacht: Bardaisan's wirkliche Sóhne haben semitische Namen). Die früheste 
Hymnensammlung von Belang für die Geschichte der byzantinischen Hymno- 
graphie wäre demnach syrisch und läge gewiß - wie auch aus anderen Gründen 
schon vermutet - im Werk Ephraems (t 373) vor. Es handelt sich bezüglich der 
strophischen Hymnen um etwa ein Dutzend Hymnenzyklen, von denen jeder 
zwischen vier und 87 Hymnen umfaßt. Eine einzelne Hymne heißt dabei im 
Syrischen madrashe. Die Hymnen werden wohl durch einen Solisten gesungen; 
nach jeder Strophe bringt der Chor eine Respons. Als Konstruktionsprinzip 
wird ohne Zweifel übereinstimmende Silbenzahl (Isosyllabik) beachtet. 
Übereinstimmung im Akzentfall (Homotonie) ist vermutet worden; doch wissen 
wir erstens sehr wenig über Akzente im frühen Syrisch und zweitens ist unklar, 
ob musikalischer Akzent das Gleiche ist wie sprachlicher Akzent. 

Ephraem arbeitet mit Musterstrophen, die jeweils ihre eigene Melodie (golo) 
haben. (Ich nenne eine solche Melodie 'Modellmelodie'). In der handschrift- 
lichen Überlieferung steht zu einer Hymne in der Regel das dafür vorgesehene 
Modell.? Ephraem verwendet insgesamt rund fünfzig. (Anders gesagt: der 
'kompetente' Sánger, der Ephraems Hymnen vortrágt, vermag rund fünfzig 
Modelle anzuwenden). 

Schon vor Ephraem gab es syrische Hymnen, unter anderem, wie Ephraem 
selber bezeugt, jene des Bardaisan. Da Isosyllabik wahrscheinlich eine sehr alte 
Eigentümlichkeit semitischer Poesie ist, dürften die Vorbilder der Formen, die 


? Die Modelle sind in der neuesten Ephraem-Ausgabe, die Edmund Beck im Rahmen des 
Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium vorlegte, verzeichnet, übersetzt und 
kommentiert. 
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wir bei Ephraem greifen, ebenfalls sehr alt sein.’ 

Soweit meine Paraphrase einiger Aspekte, die Brock darlegt. Wesentlich 
scheinen mir drei Punkte zu sein. 

1. Wir stoßen bei Ephraem nicht einfach auf einen Ausdruck, den wir dann 
mit 'Modus' übersetzen. Sondern wir finden golo handschriftlich eingezeichnet 
so vor, daß die Funktion als Modellmelodie klar wird. Auf das Modell selber 
wird verwiesen durch das Zitieren einer bestimmten Passage aus einer Strophe 
der Modellhymne. Ich sehe keinen vernünftigen Zweifel gegenüber der An- 
nahme, daf$ Ephraem selber - wie vielleicht bereits viele Poeten vor ihm - mit 
Modellmelodien gearbeitet haben und daß wir damit an einem Anfang wären, 
der für die byzantinische Hymnographie eine relevante Praxis abgab.? 

2. Es ist offensichtlich, daf$ diese Technik des Verweisens auf ein Modell ohne 
Notation geleistet werden kann. Ob diese Praxis aus der Retrospektive 
bestimmte Psalmüberschriften erhellt, wäre eine zumindest lohnende Frage.” 
Andererseits sollte diese Technik mitberücksichtigt werden, wenn es dann um 
die Interpretation der notierten Zeugnisse wie der einschlägigen Musiklehre 
geht. 

3. Gegenüber modalen Angaben, die den bedachten Umgang mit einer Skala 
voraussetzen, ist die Technik, Modellmelodien anzugeben, von anderem 
Abstraktionsgrad. Das Modell existiert für sich genommen nicht, sondern ein 
Gesang wird zum Modell, wenn er in seinen melodischen und metrischen 


? Natürlich wäre dann auch zu fragen, wie, weit wir in der lateinischen liturgischen 
Einstimmigkeit auf Modelle stossen. Welche Überlieferungstechniken gehen zum Beispiel der 
Einordnung der Tractus in den zweiten und achten Modus voraus oder wie kommt es, dass die 
Gradualia vor allem dem zweiten und fünften Ton zugewiesen wurden? Solche Fragen kennt 
die Choralforschung seit langem; doch steht die historisch orientierte, von den lateinischen 
Zeugnissen ausgehende Erforschung von Modellen noch bevor. In dieser Hinsicht sehr 
interessant ist der Ansatz von Leo Treitler, 'Homer and Gregory: the Transmission of Epic 
Poetry and Plainchant, Musical Quaterly, 60 (1974), S. 333-372. Zu Implikationen solcher For- 
schung jetzt Peter Jeffery, Re-Envisioning Past Musical Cultures: Ethnomusicology in the Study of 
Gregorian Chant (Chicago and London, 1992), S. 11-50. 


* Cf. Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalmen, 1. Teilband, Psalmen 1-59, Biblischer Kommentar Altes 
Testament, XV /1 (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 5 1978), S. 22 et passim Nr. 10-11, 19-25. 
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Gegebenheiten zum Beispiel für einen anderen avanciert. Die Abstraktion 
'Modell' wird also durch jeweils Konkretes vermittelt. Eine Skala dagegen ist 
abstrakter: Gegebenheiten ganz unterschiedlicher Modellmelodien lassen sich 
auf die gleiche Skala reduzieren. Und gerade darum, weil die Technik, mit einer 
Modellmelodie zu arbeiten - im byzantinischen Repertoire dann mit idiomelon, 
automelon und prosomoion als termini technici gehandhabt” - als eine spezifische 
Technik der Überlieferung bereits vor den ältesten Aufzeichnungen vorhanden 
ist scheint es mir nützlich, über die Abstraktion der Skala hinaus nach den 
spezifischen Gegebenheiten von Modellmelodien zu fragen. 


+ + + 


Die vorliegende Arbeit ist eher ein Plädoyer denn eine historisch gut begrün- 
dete Untersuchung geworden. Es ging mir darum, ausgehend von der Frage 
nach Modellmelodie und Skala drei Aspekte vorzuführen: 

1. Das rabbinische Schrifttum ist ein hoch interessanter Quellenbereich, der 
aber Belange der Musiklehre nicht behandelt und dafür nicht in Anspruch 
genommen werden sollte. Das gilt auch für die Frage nach dem Oktoechos. Was 
die Musikwissenschaft mit musiktheoretischen Fragestellungen an solche 
Quellen verdeckt, ist bei weitem interessanter als das, was sich aufgrund dieser 
Fragen scheinbar erwirtschaften läßt; 

2. Aus der arabischen Musiklehre läßt sich entnehmen, daß Skalen dann 
beschrieben werden, wenn eine autochthone arabische Praxis mit Hilfe der neu- 


5 Eine Hymne, die effektiv als Modell für eine andere dient, nennt man ein automelon, die 
vom Modell abhängige Hymne ist daher ein prosomoion. Hymnen, für die man keine prosomoia 
nachweisen kann, heissen idiomela - siehe Oliver Strunk, 'Chants of the Byzantine-Greek Liturgy', 
in Essays on Music in the Byzantine World, ed. Kenneth Levy (New York, 1977), S. 303. Einige 
Verfasser scheinen die Ausdrücke idiomelon und automelon umgekehrt zu verstehen - vergleiche 
die knappe Einführung bei José Grosdidier de Matons, Romanos le mélode: Hymnes, I, Ancien 
testament (I-VIID, Sources chrétiennes, 99 (Paris, 1964), S. 17/18. 


2 Cf. Kenneth Levy, 'On Gregorian Orality', JAMS, 43 (1990), S. 217/218. 
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erworbenen oder erstmals durchdachten griechischen Musiktheorie reflektiert 
wird. Das Ergebnis ist nicht eine Darstellung der eigenen Praxis, sondern ein 
spezifischer Modus der Reflexion einiger ihrer Aspekte. Dabei gibt es keinen 
Hinweis, daß sich Sänger untereinander über eine Melodie dadurch verstän- 
digten, daß sie die daraus abstrahierbare Skala besprachen oder lernten; 

3. In der syrischen Poesie, aus der sich - wohl im Rahmen einer ehrwürdigen 
Tradition - mindestens einige Typen byzantinischer Hymnographie herleiten, 
wird zur Tradierung der Poesie wie der Melodien mit Modellmelodieen 
gearbeitet. Anders gewendet: soweit in syrischen und dann in byzantinischen 
Handschriften Modusangaben wie 'zweiter plagaler Ton' vorkommen - 
Modusangaben also, die wir herkómmlicherweise auch mit der Vorstellung 
einer Skala verbinden -, sind diese für die Entstehung und Überlieferung eines 
Repertoires genetisch sekundär. 

Pointiert ausgedrückt: wir kommen mit Modellmelodieen sicher zu einem 
Stück Überlieferungspraxis, mit Skalen dagegen sicher zu einem Stück Reflexion 
von Praxis aufgrund griechischer Musiktheorie. 
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GREEK EKPHONETIC NOTATION 


The Classical and the Pre-Classical Systems ' 


Sysse Gudrun Engberg 


The Ekphonetic Notation was invented for the ekphonesis, or cantillation, of the 
Holy Scripture and in the Greek area it is used exclusively for this text. The 
ekphonesis is an orally transmitted melodic system built upon formulae, which 
among other things serve the purpose of subdividing the text, thus making it 
intelligible to the ear. Some formulae may be specialized to identify questions 
in the text, others form final clausulae to mark the end of the Biblical reading. 

This notation is found in the three Greek lectionaries, the Evangeliarion 
(Gospel lectionary), the Praxapostolos (lectionary of the Epistles and Acts of the 
Apostles) and in the Prophetologion (the Old Testament lectionary). It occurs 
in manuscripts from the ninth to the fourteenth century, then it disappears. The 
'classical' system prevails in this period, but in some manuscripts of the ninth 
and tenth centuries traces of an earlier, 'pre-classical' system is found. Even 


" Abbreviations: 

Cahiers = Sysse Gudrun Engberg, 'The Greek Old Testament Lectionary as a Liturgical Book, 
CIMAGL, 54 (1987), pp. 39-48. 

Not. = Hoég, Notation. 

Prophetologium = Prophetologium, Pars i, 1-6, ed. Carsten Höeg and Günther Zuntz, MMB, 
Lectionaria, Vol. I (Hauniae, 1939-1970) and Pars ii, 1-2, ed. Gudrun Engberg, MMB, Lectionaria, 
Vol. I (Hauniae, 1980-1981). 

Further references: Gudrun Engberg, 'Ekphonetic Notation, in New Grove; Sysse Gudrun 
Engberg, Early Ekphonetic Notation in the Manuscript Scheide 2 at Princeton University 
(forthcoming); Denise Jourdan-Hemmerdinger, 'La notation ekphonétique archaique (Vaticanus 
gr. 2144), Annuaire de l'École pratique des hautes études, iv section, Sciences historiques et 
philosophiques, 107 (1968-1969), pp. 557-560. 


33 


though Carsten Heeg has already said most of what is possible to say on the 
subject in his eminent study of the Ekphonetic Notation, I shall try to outline 
the differences between the pre-classical and the classical system. 


In the classical system of Ekphonetic Notation, there is a limited and fixed 
inventory of musical signs, or neumes, applied in pairs, one at the beginning 
and one at the end of a small text segment, the so-called colon, which typically 
comprises three to four words. The end of the larger unit (period) is marked by 
a cross, the neume teleia, and the main stop within a period is normally marked 
by the neume apostrophos. The end of a Biblical lection, or pericope, is read with 
a special clausula marked in the manuscripts by a stereotyped combination of 
neume pairs ending in apostrophos-apostrophos, often in combination with a teleia; 
the use of the doubled neumes, double bareiai and double oxeiai, is restricted to 
this final clausula. 


Figure 1. List of neume pairs in the classical system 


0 -> ὀξεία καὶ τελεία oxeia-and-teleia 

0} ^--- συρματικὴ καὶ τελεία syrmatike-and-teleia 
© W-+ παρακλιτικὴ καὶ τελεία paraklitike-and-teleia 
© -+ συνέµβα καὶ τελεία synemba-and-teleia 
1 US pt ὀξεία πρὸς ὀξείαν oxeia-to-oxeia 

2 »— / insow ἔξω apeso-exo 

3 3 -2 ὑπόκρισις hypokrisis 

4 NN βαρείαι bareiai 

5 N-N βαρείαι διπΛλαί bareiai diplai 

6 Z=  ὀξείαι διπλαΐ oxeiai diplai | 

7 pu καθισταΐ kathistai 

8 4 V rpepaorai kremastai | 

Q en κεντήματα kentemata 

10 2 -5 ἀπόστροφος apostrophos 
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12 an ὑπόκρισις hypokrisis 


The neumes and their names are known from the lists in the manuscripts 
Sinaiticus 8 and Sinaiticus 217, Lesbos Leimonensis 38, and Tzetzes' manuscript 
(see Not. 18-21). The number attached to each neume pair is the signature used 
in the critical apparatus of Prophetologium, Pars II (see Preface, pp. xi-xiii) and 
were invented by me in order to facilitate reference. The dash between the 
neumes symbolizes the text of the colon. 


These neume pairs belong to the normal inventory in manuscripts of the 
classical system. They fall into two categories, the teleia combinations (Nos 0' 
to 0°) which mark the end of a period, and the matched pairs used for the 
running text. An exception to the rule of matched pairs is No. 2 where a 
different neume is used at the beginning and at the end of the colon. The neume 
pair No. 0? originally consisted of only syrmatike and teleia, but eventually it 
acquired an extra sign, the media, probably as a support for a longer colon, even 
if it is used also in very short text segments. The hypokrisis is found in two 
forms, Nos 3 and 12; in some manuscripts, both forms are represented and 
sometimes they have distinct functions. 


To this list it became necessary to add ten neume combinations which appear 
in some of the Prophetologion manuscripts (Fig. 2). As will become apparent, 
they reflect an earlier stage in the development of the Ekphonetic Notation. The 
use in 'free combination! of the paraklitike in Nos 13-16, and of the hypokrisis in 
Nos 17-18, as well as the single neume-feature of Nos 19-21 are reminiscent of 
the earlier system. It should be noted, however, that the single 
neume-combinations in the Prophetologion manuscripts normally appear before 
a colon with synemba-teleia, e.g. 20-0*: wege 
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Figure 2. List of additional neume combinations in Prophetologion manuscripts 


ο. 4 
ος O ο an t 
B 2 19 K 
UY M ο m 
B WAP glee, Ga ae 
kW - ^ 


The function of the Ekphonetic Notation can be studied in the substantial 
corpus of the edition of the Prophetologium by MMB. The neumes of this text are 
to a large degree taken from the eleventh-century manuscript Oxford Bodl. 
Laud gr. 36. In the first six fascicules of the edition, neume variants are entered 
on an eclectic basis and for single cola only, which makes it difficult to draw 
conclusions about the melodic line of other manuscripts than the dux itself. In 
the two last fascicules, all variants from all collated manuscripts are shown in 
the context of the period, so that the melodic line of each manuscript may be 
reconstructed. 

On the basis of this material it is possible to make the seemingly paradoxical 
statement that there is at the same time great stability and great variation in the 
musical tradition of the Old Testament lectionary. In order to explain this, it is 
necessary to distinguish between different levels on which variation in the 
Ekphonetic Notation may occur: 

1. The graphic form of the single neume. 

2. The inventory of neumes in a given manuscript. 

3. The function and the combination of the neumes. 

4. The application of a particular set of neumes to a text. 

5. The division of the text into periods and cola. 

6. The musical value of each neume, or neume combination. 


(1) A given neume may have a different graphic form in different manuscripts, 


but this can also occur in the same manuscript if different scribes write the 
neumes, e.g. both the text scribe and the rubricator/corrector. 
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(2) The inventory of neumes may differ in the sense that one manuscript may 
have fewer neumes represented than another. In the classical system, manu- 
scripts tend to be homogeneous in this respect. However, a few manuscripts 
restrict themselves to the use of one, or more, of the neumes feleia, hypokrisis 
and apostrophos, while omitting the rest. 


(3) The function and combination may differ in the sense that neumes may be 
used singly, instead of in pairs (as No. 20 of Fig. 2), or they may be combined 
in an unusual way, e.g. paraklitike with apostrophos (No. 13 of Fig. 2). 


(4) The application of a particular set of neumes to a text may differ (and 
indeed does) from one manuscript to another, implying variation in the melodic 
line, e.g. L49b 21-23 (Ezekiel 44.3): 


PAN Pe 


διότι ὁ ἡγούμενός οὗτος κάθηται ἐπ' αὐτὴν τοῦ φαγεῖν ἄρτον + 
2 2 (Ven. Marc. 13) 


τ 


A 
διότι O ἡγούμενος Acie κάθηται ἐπ' αὐτὴν τοῦ Bayeiv aptov + 
= n (Ath. Laura 177) 


(5) The division into periods and cola may be different, sometimes implying a 
different meaning of the text, e.g. L 52a 34-41 (I John 4.3-4): 


" se Η "E 2 PE 2 D πον οθονη 
καὶ τοῦτό ἐστιν τὸ τοῦ a Dues ὅτι ἔρχεται Καὶ νῦν £v 


τῷ κόσμῳ ἐστῖν ἤδη t 


pueis ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ Bote texvia καὶ νενικήκατε αὐτούς ὅτι μείζων ἐστὶν 
AM 
ὁ ἐν ὑμῖν ἢ ὁ ἐν τῷ κύσμῳ + (Athos, Laura 190) 


V Beine το. 7 NE. RE 
καὶ τοῦτο ἐστῖν τὸ τοῦ ἀντιχρίστου ὃ ἀκηκόατε ὅτι ἔρχεται + 
2 


d ve has à τω. 5 ; 
καὶ νῦν ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ ἐστὶν ἤδη ὑμεῖς ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐστε tervia καὶ 
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νενικήκατε αὐτούς + 


20 
~ μείζων ἐστίν O ἐν Bis ἢ ὁ ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ + (Ven. Marc. 13) 


(6) Finally, the musical value of each neume pair may differ from one manu- 
script to the other. For obvious reasons, this is something we shall never know 
for certain. 


It should be noted that variation in one of these categories does not imply 
variation in the others. A manuscript may display archaic neume forms (1), but 
still have the classical inventory (2), and agree with the classical system as to 
(3), (4) and (5). 


In the classical system, there is almost no variation as to (1) and (2). There is 
some variation as to the combination of neumes (3), cf. the additional signatures 
of Fig. 2. Conversely, considerable variation exists between manuscripts of the 
classical tradition as to the application of the neumes (4), that is the choice of 
neume pairs for single cola. This is obvious from the great number of neume 
variants quoted in the apparatus criticus of the edition of the Prophetologium; 
hardly any two manuscripts agree over a longer section of the text as to the 
choice of neume pairs. However, as regards the division of the text (5), that is 
the length of the period and the subdivision of the period into cola, most 
manuscripts are in agreement. 


In some early manuscripts, Carsten Høeg found traces of a different Ekphonetic 
system with non-classical features (Nof. 44 n. 1, 111-112, 121). He hesitated, 
however, to make any definite statements about a pre-classical notational 
system. First of all, many uncial manuscripts have been falsely ascribed to a too 
early period; many old neumated lectionaries have been reused, and the 
neumes are extremely difficult to read in a palimpsest, but even if the 
manuscript is preserved it often is so worn that it is hard to decide if a neume 
has disappeared or whether it was never written in the first place; finally, 
Ekphonetic signs written in red ink in very early manuscripts may be later 
additions and thus impossible to date. But in manuscripts where the neumes 
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are written with the same brown ink as the text itself, they are almost certainly 
contemporary with the manuscript. 

Some uncial manuscripts have neumes written with text ink: a Prophe- 
tologion fragment, a small fragment (Vatican, Pal. gr. 423) of a Praxapostolos 
(St Petersburg, NL gr. 775), both probably from the late ninth or early tenth 
century, and two complete Evangeliaria of the early tenth century, Princeton 
Scheide 2 and Vaticanus gr. 2144. 


Vat. gr. 2144 is a manuscript of 306 folios written in an upright elongated uncial 
and it has neumes written with the same brown ink as the text. It is so 
strikingly different from any other neumated manuscript that one is tempted 
to dismiss it as copied by a lunatic, or an extremely unreliable scribe. In her 
study of this manuscript, Denise Jourdan-Hemmerdinger tried to make sense 
of the notation while describing it as a fully developed and very complex 
system with 330 different formulae of which almost half occur just once. This 
theory seems highly improbable. If Vat. gr. 2144 is indeed a reliable guide to 
pre-classical Ekphonetic Notation, it may be fruitful to concentrate on 
similarities between this, and the other early manuscripts, and try to find a 
logical bridge to the classical system. 


As examples of the neumation in Vat. gr. 2144, I give in Fig. 3 the beginning of 
the lection for the Sunday of the Samaritan Woman (Io. 4. 5-13) and in Fig. 4 
the whole lection for May 11 (Io. 15. 6-19). Abbreviations are indicated by 
brackets; trite misspellings have been tacitly corrected, but the original spelling 
of the manuscript has been kept where there is doubt as to the understanding 
of the text. The manuscript's marking of nomina sacra by a kind of spiritus lenis 
has been retained, but accents and breathings have been left out, in accordance 
with the editorial convention of the Prophetologium. 
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Ίτω καιρω ekeww' 2ερχεται o moov. des noAw tnc σαμαρειώς- λεγομενην Tg 5πλησιον 
του χωριου: 60 εδωκεν ιακωβ΄: wong” τω vus αυτου + 

2 de ue Imyn TOU okop’ -+ 

100 ουν INGOUG κεκοπιακως εκ της ὁδοιπορίας: eee ούτως επι τη πηγη: wpa ην woer 
εκτη΄ + ὦ 


Ίβερχεται γυνη: ex της Lane Ίάρντλησαι ύδωρ + 


Dreyer αυτη O moouc: + 
mm 
165065 uoi mew: + 


a 
Nor γαρ µαθηται mu Ίδαπεληλυθησαν (30r) εις την no Ίθινα τροφας αγορασωσιν: + 


2θλεγει ουν αυτω n yum 21η σαµορειτις: + 
a a ‘ μα 
2Οπῶς συ ιουδαιος ών: 29nop' εμου mew areis: 24ουσης γυναικος σαµαρειτιδος- + 


25ου γαρ συγχρωνται ιουδαιοι σαµαρειταις + 


A 
260nexpiBn ncouç: 27και ειπεν αυτη: + 
7 4 7 “9 A vv 
Άδειτδεις την δωρεαν του θεού’ και τις εστιο λεγων cov. ὄΌδος por mew: 31συ ov: Fenrnoas 
“ 


aoe ... 


uM 33ko εδωκεν αν cor up gov: + 


ee 
3 λεγει auto η YUM + 
N N ao 
Άόκυριε: 37ουτε αντληµα εχεις: δκαι TO peop εστι Badu + 
^A A 
3θποθεν ουν εχείς το υδωρ το ζων- + 
A 

2 Wun συ µειζων EL του πατρος ημων vio 4Ίος εδωκεν nuw το φρεαά ot αυτος: 49Εξ αυτου 


emevy Mean υιοι αυτου 4 kau τα θρεµµατα αυτου: + 
3- 7 ? P 
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15.9 


10 


11 


14 


16 


Ewtev ο κυριος 
καθως ηγαπησεν µε o πατηρ' Kayo ηγαπησα vuos + 


rn 
µεινατε ev tn αγαπη tn eun + 


εαν τας εντολας µου τηρησητε’ poset εν τη αγαπη € καθως εγω τας εντολας TOU 
^ 


fa nm 
πατρος µου τετηρηκα Και µενω αυτου εν τη αγαπη + 
“ P ^ 
ταυτα λελαληκα vw wan xepan Eun” ev uuw Hen και η χαρα υμων πληρωθ(η) + 
2 


Pa ^ 
Αυτη δε εστιν: m εντολη η eum oe αγαπατε ar καθως ηγαπησα υμας + 
A A 
μέζονα ταύτης αγαπην: eis exe wa TIS την ψυχην A ὕπερ των φιλων αυτου + 


sA 2 x 
7 Me φιλοι µου did z eav norettes ος εγω εντελλοµαι υμιν + 
2 


A 
ουκετι UNOS λεγω δούλους: + 


ρα 
otro δούλος: ουκ οἶδεν τιποιει αυτου O κυριος + 
μα “ 


a \ x 
3 unos de ειρηκα φίλους; οτιπαντα a ηκουσα παρα του πατρὸς poy: Eeyvwpıoa vuw + 
2 


a 
Οὐχ υμεις µε εἔελεξασθε + 
AA’ εγω εξελεξαµην umas: + 
u” A u" w^ 
και εθηκα UNOS: WA UEG υπαγητε: καικαρπον $epnte και ο καρπος υμων HeUn' + 


AS iN es. 
Wao TI OW αιτησητε TOV πατερα εν τω ονοµατι µου: δωη Uuw: + 
2 2 
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It is not easy to find a system behind the apparently anarchistic neumation of 
Vat. gr. 2144. Below are described seven main characteristics which cover most 
of its peculiarities: omissions of single neumes, either in teleia combinations (A), 
or in matched pairs (B), doubled neumes in the running text (C), special 
function of paraklitike (D), unusual combinations of kentemata and hypokrisis (E), 
special treatment of the final clausulae (F) and of questions (G). This does not 
explain all the strange features of Vat. gr. 2144, many of which probably cannot 
be interpreted structurally, but should be explained palaeographically as scribal 
errors or variants. However, this awaits further investigation. 

It should be noted that the two text samples are basically different in the 
sense that Fig. 3 represents a neume inventory close to the classical one but 
omitting many single neumes, whereas Fig. 4 shows a text bristling with 
strange neume combinations and doubled neumes, but with few omissions of 
single neumes. 


The characteristic features of Vat. gr. 2144 are the following: 

A) Lack of the first element in teleia combinations, see Fig. 3, col. 6-7, 9, 12, 
14, 15, 20-21, 24, 25, 34, 39b, 43, and 45. This phenomenon occurs in other ninth- 
century manuscripts mentioned by Carsten Hgeg, such as Par. gr. 9, also known 
as the Codex Ephraimi rescriptus (Not. 116-120), and St Petersburg gr. 219, the 
so-called Tetraevangelium Uspenskianum (Not. 121-123). 

However, Vat. gr. 2144 also has full teleia-combinations: col. 19, 35, 38 have 
paraklitike-teleia, col. 27 has oxeia-teleia, and col. 16 syrmatike-teleia; note the dot 
over the syrmatike which occurs also in other early manuscripts. 

B) Lack of one of the neumes in the running text, see Fig. 3, col. 2, 4, 13, 17, 
18, 23, 30, and 41. Omission of single neumes from matched pairs occurs in 
early as well as later manuscripts (Not. 111); in the case when two consecutive 
cola have identical neumes, a single neume may be omitted at the junction of 
the cola: 


“0% Athens, EB 172 (thirteenth century.) 


ο we 3 - 2 Jerusalem, Saba 144 (AD 1019) 
3 
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A parallel to this would be col. 22-23 of Fig. 3 with three times oxeia for two 
cola; maybe also col. 17-18, but here even the first apostrophos is omitted, as it is 
in col. 13. The remaining four instances cannot be explained in this way, but 
even so the principle of viewing two cola as one unit may be valid: 


ea ol 1-2 
27 7 col. 3-4 
Wu col. 29-30 


This structure with three neumes to two cola is reminiscent of the combination 
syrmatike-media-teleia of the classical system, which often corresponds to two 
cola in earlier manuscripts, or to the above-mentioned combination 
apostrophos-synemba-teleia (20-04) found in some Prophetologia. The last example, 
col. 40-41, is referred to in the discussion of the treatment of questions (below, 
G). 

C) Doubled neumes are used in the running text, see the double oxeiai in Fig. 
4, v. 10 and 13; the double kremastai, aneume unknown to the classical 
system, occurs in the first colon of v. 13 (Fig. 4). 

D) Special function of paraklitike in near free combination with other neumes: 
a) with apostrophos, a combination also found in some Prophetologia, see 
above, Fig. 2, Nos 13-16 and 19. 

b) with hypokrisis, see Fig. 4, v. 14 and 15. 

E) Some unusual combinations occur, e.g. kentemata with apostrophos- 

apostrophos (Fig. 4, v. 10, second color): 


2-2 
In other parts of the manuscript, one finds even stranger compounds, viz. 
hypokrisis with apostrophos, or three dots in a vertical row (a variant of 
hypokrisis?) with apostrophos: 


3 : 
2 2 


The 'dot'-hypokrisis may occur in matched pairs, in combination with kentemata 
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and/or apostrophos, oxeia, e.g. : 
2 2 2 2 
The paraklitike may be superimposed on the first neume: 


2? AL 


All these combinations seem somehow to be interrelated, and they may also be 
related to the combination paraklitike with apostrophos (D) which to a certain 
extent survives into the classical system (No. 13 of Fig. 2). 

F) The ending of the lection receives a rudimentary neumation in Vat. gr. 
2144 and does not normally contain doubled neumes. The typical final clausula 
in this manuscript consists of apostrophos-apostrophos, followed by single 
kentemata, or even a 'dot'-hypokrisis, combined with a teleia. The last two cola of 
Fig. 4 may serve as an example (where the disturbing bareia-bareia on the last 
colon but one may just be a variant). Other examples are: 


No uus Ne fem, κα 

EP ELE. 2 

OMM T 

m deno ee 

No δα. Gs, E ος 
2 2 


Carsten Hoeg remarks (Not. 121) that early manuscripts do not have the mono- 
tonous final clausulae containing a fixed succession of doubled neumes and 
kentemata which are standard in manuscripts of the classical tradition. Evidently, 
the final clausula was stereotyped and so well known that it was not felt 
necessary to write it down. Even in the classical tradition, manuscripts do not 
agree in details as to the last colon of the final clausula, but each manuscript has 
its idiosyncratic way of noting what we may assume to be identical clausulae: 
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some have apostrophos or double apostrophos, oxeia or double oxeia, and teleia, in 
different combinations (cf. Prophetologium ii, Preface, p. xii). If nothing else, this 
phenomenon of graphic variants of what must have been a standardized 
formula, suggests that orality prevailed over notation in the transmission of the 
cantillation. 

G) Questions tend to be marked by hypokrisis, as indeed they often are in the 
classical system. When the question is long and therefore divided into two or 
three segments, the classical system uses apeso-exo for the initial cola of the 
question and hypokrisis for the last one: 

5 

ια X MM IL. 

In Vat. gr. 2144, the possibilities are many. The initial colon may receive 
hypokrisis, apostrophos, or 'dot'-hypokrisis-with-apostrophos, in combination with 
oxeia. The intermediate colon has (nothing)-oxeia, and the final colon can have 
hypokrisis-hypokrisis, or hypokrisis- question mark'. colon 40-41 of Fig. 3 is an 
example of this, and others are: 


Ν bee y 
| 
Ν 
| 
Nvu 


N 
UN 
v 


2 
It is not easy to decide whether the peculiarities of Vat. gr. 2144 should be 


classified as variants in the neume inventory (B), or in neume combination (C), 
in other words whether e.g. the kentemata-with-apostrophos mentioned under (E) 
is to be regarded as one sign, or as a compound of two separate neumes. 


Let us now look at the other uncial manuscripts with brown notation: St 
Petersburg NL gr. 775, Princeton Scheide 2 and the Prophetologion fragment 
Vaticanus Pal. gr. 423. 


St Petersburg 775 is a fragment of two leaves written in an upright elongated 
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uncial. The brown neumes written by the scribe have been retraced in red ink 
by the rubricator, who has also written the headings and titloi in the space left 
by the scribe for this purpose. The original neumes and the retraced neumes 
must consequently be contemporary with each other and with the manuscript. 
The form of the red neumes is identical with that of the brown ones, which 
they duplicate faithfully. The rubricator had no wish to correct the neumes of 
the scribe but simply preferred them to be red, either because he found the 
brown neumes too inconspicuous or because he followed the fashion of writing 
red neumes which eventually prevailed. 

The inventory of neumes is conventional, the form of some neumes slightly 
archaic, such as the paraklitike and the single syrmatike which has the angular 
form suggesting two oxeiai put together (Not. 111), but no dot. However, the 
combination of neumes is conventional and there are no omissions of single 
neumes. The only unusual combinations are the paraklitike with apo- 
strophos-apostrophos (14 of Fig. 2) and the paraklitike with apostrophos-teleias + 


Princeton Scheide 2, a manuscript of 174 folios written in upright elongated 
uncial, is in many respects similar to the Vatican manuscript. The brown 
neumes in the Scheide manuscript which have been written by the scribe are 
archaic in form. In many places they have been retraced, or supplemented, by 
the corrector who writes with brown, and not with red ink; the retraced neumes 
have a more 'modern' form than those of the scribe, even though the two must 
be contemporary. The neume combinations of both scribe and corrector are 
conventional; there are, however, certain irregular features suggestive of the 
peculiarities of the Vatican manuscript. 

Omissions of single neumes occur, either of the first neume in teleia com- 
binations (see above, Vatican MS, A), or of one neume of a matched pair (Va- 
tican MS, B), especially in oxeia and apostrophos combinations; omission of one 
neume out of two identical pairs is also found: 2—2-—7 

But these omissions do not occur often and it is difficult to decide whether 
they are due to scribal errors, or whether in fact they represent the remains of 
a pre-classical system. 

The paraklitike is more frequent than in the classical system (Vatican MS, D) 
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and appears in more free combination: | 


vd NETS paraklitike+apostrophos-teleia 
KY > -+ paraklitike-apostrophos, synemba-teleia (13-0°) 


The 'dot'-hypokrisis known from the Vatican manuscript also appears in the 
Scheide manuscript, along with the normal form of the hypokrisis. Eventually, 
these two forms may be nothing by graphic variants depending on the type of 
pen and the way the scribe holds it: the St Petersburg fragment vacillates 
between the 'dot' form and the 'comma' form in its punctuation, but the two 
forms seem to have identical function. 

The Scheide manuscript does not exhibit the other peculiarities of Vat. gr. 
2144: it does not have doubled neumes in the running text (Vatican MS, C), nor 
the 'crazy' combinations with hypokrisis (Vatican MS, E), and the final clausulae 
are conventional (Vatican MS, F). 

The treatment of questions is idiosyncratic in so far as the hypokrisis with 
three commas is reserved for questions, whereas the hypokrisis with two 
commas is not used in questions. There are rather too many instances of the 
combination kremaste-with-hypokrisis for this to be a scribal error, but it could of 
course be a variant: 


ν΄ ν΄ 
2 2 
2 --- 2 
2 2 


Ouestions with several segments are treated in the conventional way, except for 
an occasional: 

2 Pd 2 2 

> — doom 

2 2 2 
Vatican Pal. gr. 423 is the only manuscript, out of 21 uncial Prophetologia, which 
has brown neumes and also presents unconventional neume forms and 
combinations. It consists of eight folios and is written in an upright elongated 
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uncial. The text has a total of approximately 550 cola. In ca. twenty cases a 
single neume is omitted, perhaps too little to draw any conclusions, but it may 
be significant that eleven of the omissions conform with the pattern found in 
Scheide 2 and Vat. gr. 2144: four times the first neume in a feleia combination 
is missing, in five cases an oxeia or apostrophos of a matched pair is missing, and 
in two cases one neume is omitted out of two identical pairs. 

The unusual combination apostrophos-teleia (0° of Fig. 2) occurs a number of 
times. The paraklitike may be superimposed on this, on apeso-exo, or on apo- 
strophos-apostrophos. The interesting thing is that a neume looking like kremaste, 
but with a marked hook at the end, is used in the same combinations: 

A, one ER 

(CN. om 

2 2 ? ? 

It is tempting to suggest that the 'hook'-kremaste is in reality a variant form, or 
an earlier form of the paraklitike. If this is so, then the hypokrisis topped by a 
kremaste of the Scheide manuscript would be equivalent to the hypokrisis topped 
by paraklitike of Vat. gr. 2144: 


vv TA a 
7 2 2 
equal (2) to: 2 — er 


2 
2 A 2 


e mh 
2 

Questions in the text of Pal. gr. 423 are treated in the conventional way, but the 
material is too small to draw any conclusions. The hypokrisis with three commas 
is used both for questions and non-questions, and there is one instance of an 


odd combination reminiscent of the hypokrisis-apostrophos found in Grottaferrata 
A. a. vii (Not. 60 n. 1): 


7 9 
-- 2 ας 
275 2-79 


There are no doubled neumes in the running text, and the final clausula has the 
normal succession of neumes. None of the 'crazy' combinations (Vat. gr. 2144, 
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E) appear, but oxeia does occur in some quaint combinations: 


Ze Pe 
MER 7 

Some, but not all of these may be explained as a displacement of the 
apostrophos, which in reality belongs to the next colon, e.g. oxeia-apostrophos, 
oxeia-teleia should be interpreted as oxeia-oxeia, apostrophos-teleia: 


dig should be: “— 7 = A 


To sum up: in the older manuscripts, the form of the neumes (1) may differ 
from the classical tradition, and especially syrmatike, kathiste, paraklitike and 
hypokrisis may be designed differently. The two forms may coexist in a manu- 
script, as indeed they do in Scheide 2 where the scribe uses the older, and the 
corrector the classical form. This would seem to imply that the two forms 
belonged to different scriptorium traditions, of which one prevailed and became 
the 'classical' form. Paraklitike and kremaste may originally have been the same 
sign. 

The inventory of neumes (2) may have been almost identical with that of the 
classical system; there is, however, some uncertainty as to whether the doubled 
neumes used in the body of the lection are identical with the doubled neumes 
reserved for the final clausula in the classical system, and whether the 
'dot'-hypokrisis is the same sign as the normal hypokrisis. Depending on how Vat. 
gr. 2144 should be interpreted, it might be said that an 'accumulated' neume, 
such as kremaste-with-hypokrisis or hypokrisis-with-apostrophos, constitutes a sign 
in itself foreign to the classical inventory. But the frequency of certain neumes 
is the main characteristic: syrmatike and synemba appear only sporadically at the 
older stage, while paraklitike and possibly hypokrisis, were used much more 
frequently and may have had a different function from what they have in the 
classical system. 

As to the application of the neumes to the text (4), the early Prophetologion 
Vat. Pal. 423 is not much more different from the classical tradition than are the 
classical manuscripts between themselves. The division of the text into periods 
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and cola (5) agrees with the later Prophetologia. Further investigation will show 
whether this is also the case in the two New Testament lectionaries. 

However, the most striking difference between early and classical notation 
lies in the function and the combination of the neumes (3). In the older system, 
neumes may appear in almost free combination and not necessarily in pairs, 
whereas the combination in matched pairs is compulsory in the classical system, 
i. e. apostrophos must be combined with apostrophos. 

Unconventional neume combinations may also be found in later manuscripts, 
see the list of additional neumes in Fig. 2. Some of the irregular combinations 


mentioned by Carsten Heeg (Not. 44 n. 1, 111, 121) can be explained in this 


context as remains of an earlier stage, before the classical system sets in with 
compulsory combination of neumes in matched pairs. It is remarkable that the 
only classical neume combination that is not matched is the apeso-exo, a 
combination which is closely related to, and indeed in some manuscripts can 
be combined with, the paraklitike and the hypokrisis. These two neumes may 
indeed hold the clue to the development of the pre- 

classical notation. 

The difficulty of the interpretation of Vat. gr. 2144 is that one cannot be cer- 
tain whether it represents a stage in the development and is part of the 
tradition, or whether it is an isolated phenomenon, maybe an experiment. I 
would suggest that it should be considered an exponent of a system in which 
the combination of neumes in pairs is largely optional, and the rule of matched 
pairs not yet valid, so that there is a certain freedom of combination of different 
neumes. But at the same time, some of its peculiar features should probably be 
explained as variants or later additions, if not simply scribal errors. It appears 
from the Scheide manuscript that a great deal of attention was paid to the 
correction and addition of neumes, even in the copying process, and we also 
know from classical Prophetologion manuscripts that 'modernization' of the 
notation took place (oxeia corrected into syrmatike) and variants meticulously 
added. This is much more likely to have taken place in the early days of 
Ekphonetic Notation. 


A study of the medieval terminology of the neumes (cf. above, Fig. 1) may also 
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throw some light on the transition from pre-classical to classical notation. The 
three neume lists analysed by Carsten Hgeg are not identical, but they clearly 
have a common ancestor and share some basic principles: the names of the 
neumes are presented as a continuous text, a pseudo-lection which is provided 
with neumes. Each of the teleia combinations has a name composed on the 
pattern "neume-name-in-singular and feleia". The name of matched-pair neumes 
appears in the plural form and the name is repeated, so that e.g. neume pair 
No. 8 of Fig. 1 is called xpeuaorai xpeuaoraí and neumated as a colon. 
Høeg convincingly argued (Not. 41-42) that the purpose of the repetition was 
to create a "text" large enough to correspond to a normal colon to which the 
neume pair could be applied. The repetition should be disregarded as irrelevant 
for the establishment of the terminology. 

The plural form xpeu «ora í is used because it refers to the matched pair; 
the single neume would be called xpeua o 7j, but since it could not occur with- 
out its matching kremaste, there was normally no need to refer to it. The only 
sign which might have a name in the plural for the single neume, because it 
consists of three dots, is the neume kentemata (9). Here the singular form 
'kentema' meaning 'one dot' would not be appropriate. We must assume that 
'kentemata' means both the single neume and the matched pair but, in Hgeg's 
words, one cannot raise a plural to the second power. In the name ὀξείαι 
öırAai (6), the plural means that the neume is repeated, while dr 7A4ai refers 
to the form of the sign. 

The names of the matched pairs apostrophos (9) and hypokrisis (3) remain in 
the singular. The reason for this may be that as old grammatical signs they 
were already well known under a name which could not easily be changed in 
order to conform with the names of the newer musical signs. 

Two matched pairs stand out as structurally different from the rest: ὀξεία 
πρὸς ὀξείαν (1) and ἀπέσω ἔξω (2). The combination apostrophos-oxeia is the 
only instance of a pair that is not matched, which may explain why it receives 
the strange name 'inside-out'. But why use the term 'oxeia to oxeia' when the pair 
might simply have been called "oxeiai", as opposed to the 'double oxeiai' and in 
analogy with the 'bareiai' and ‘double bareiat'? 

The oxeia is the only neume of the classical system which appears both in a 
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matched pair and in a teleia combination, and the list apparently wants to make 
a clear distinction between the two different pairs beginning with the same 
neume, in order to avoid the ambiguity of ὀξεία καὶ τελεία vs. "ὀξείαι. In 
the pre-classical system, the teleia can be combined with apostrophos or hypokrisis, 
and maybe even other neumes. The classical notation has outruled this 
possibility, and this choice is reflected in the terminology: there is no use for an 
hypothetical *4röorpodog πρὸς ἀπόστροφον, since the "ἀπόστροφος 
καὶ τελεία of the pre-classical notation has become spurious. The name 
ἀπόστροφος (in the singular form) unambiguously refers to the matched pair 
no. 9 - the plural form &z0orpogoi which appears in the Leimon manuscript 
was probably used for the double apostrophos of the final clausula. Likewise, 
ὑπόκρισις means the matched pair, whether in the two-comma or the 
three-comma form. 

None of the other three neumes belonging to teleia combinations can form 
part of a matched pair. Synemba and syrmatike are relatively rare in early manu- 
scripts, but neither in the early nor in the classical notation may they be 
combined with neumes other than the teleia. The paraklitike is a different case: 
it is much more common in the early manuscripts, and more diversified than 
in the classical notation, since it can be superimposed on other neumes 
(apostrophos, hypokrisis) and be combined with other neumes than just teleia, viz. 
oxeia or apostrophos, and finally it may appear in 'three-neume-cola', such as 
paraklitike-synemba-teleia (21-0*). On no account, though, can it be combined with 
itself and appear in a matched pair. Its function is apparently to give emphasis 
to a colon, which explains why it is so versatile. Even though the classical 
notation combines it only with teleia, traces of the earlier function are preserved 
in some manuscripts. 


These features of the neume list show that it was not just put together at some 
late point when the classical system had already been used for some time, but 
that it was created in the process of simplification of the neume inventory and 
the restriction of neume combinations to matched pairs. It is closely connected 
with the creation of the classical notation which cannot be later than the middle 
of the tenth century. It is difficult to discuss the preclassical notation with the 
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use of the terms from the neume list, precisely because it was designed to 
accompany the revision of the earlier system which it therefore fits very badly. 


This seems to imply that the classical system was musically more rigid and 
more restricted than the earlier one, perhaps as a consequence of a desire to 
obtain uniformity in the cantillation of the Biblical text in the whole Byzantine 
area. This tendency would have originated in Constantinople and may have 
been connected with a centrally established way of training the anagnostes. 
Another implication of the fact that in the older system single neumes could 
stand alone, either at the beginning or at the end of a colon, may be that they 
had a different musical value (6) than what they acquired later on. This, 
however, must remain guesswork. 


One of the mysteries of Greek Ekphonetic Notation is the fact that it went out 
of use and was forgotten some time before or during the fifteenth century. The 
explanation for this is not that cantillation of the Biblical text was discontinued. 
The New Testament lections are still cantillated in the Greek church and only 
the Old Testament is no longer chanted but read (cf. Cahiers, 45-46). Today, the 
system of cantillation is learned orally and applied to the text in accordance 
with the punctuation found in the printed liturgical books. One could of course 
hypothesize that the cantillation system expressed through the Ekphonetic 
Notation was forgotten, together with the notation, and a new system invented 
later on, but this is not very likely for many reasons, including the traditionalist 
character of the Greek Church. In the period when Ekphonetic Notation was in 
use, less than half of the Prophetologion manuscripts were provided with 
notation while the rest have punctuation only. It seems logical to assume that 
punctuation in itself was a sufficient guide to cantillation in the Middle Ages, 
as it is today, provided that the anagnostes is conversant with the musical 
system. The fact remains that the notation was disposed of - therefore it must 
have been dispensable. But why, then, was it invented at all? 


Ekphonetic Notation helps to visualise the structure of the text (as does 
punctuation), and hand in hand with oral training it may assure the correct 
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recitation of the Holy Text on a safer basis than the punctuation alone. 
However, the notation never made punctuation superfluous, since all neumated 
Prophetologia are also carefully punctuated. Ekphonetic Notation may describe 
the way a text is recited, or it may prescribe the way that it must be recited. 
The difference between the early, 'unmatched' and varied notation, and the 
rigidly matched, classical notation may be that the early stage is descriptive, 
perhaps of a local tradition, while the classical notation is prescriptive and 
issued from a liturgical center. 

The addition of notation to the punctuated text may stem from a wish to 
obtain homogeneity in the whole Greek area so that a particular biblical lesson 
would receive the same treatment in all churches. There can be no doubt that 
this effort lies behind the standardized classical system, and that the wish for 
homogeneity originated in Constantinople, as Carsten Høeg has suggested. 
There certainly must have been an archetype behind at least part of the 
manuscripts which exhibit the classical notation. But the great variation as to 
the application of the neumes to the text (4) shows that homogenization 
remained an angestrebener Idealzustand, and that cantillation in real life differed 
very much from place to place. 

Another possible explanation for the introduction of Ekphonetic Notation 
could be the wish to control the anagnostes, so that he was not tempted to in- 
vent new musical forms but restricted himself to the established way of 
cantillation. It should be kept in mind, though, that the anagnostes would be the 
only person to have a copy of the neumated text and that control would 
probably be exercised, not through a written medium but by the fact that the 
oral tradition was known to the congregation and to the other participants in 
the service. 

It is tempting to explain the invention of Ekphonetic Notation in a linguistic 
context. By the ninth century, the language of the Bible had become difficult to 
understand as the gap between spoken Greek and the written language was 
widening, and it would require many years of education to become conversant 
with the archaic form of the language used in the Church. Either there may 
have been a decline of literacy in general, or Greek literacy and liturgy may 
have begun to spread to non-literates, i. e. Greeks of little education or 
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non-Greek speaking peoples. Ekphonetic, Notation occurs at a point in time, 
right after the restoration of images, when also the minuscule script appears 
and accents and breathings are applied carefully to texts when transcribed from 
uncial to minuscule. The mission to the Slavs takes place in this period; here the 
texts were of course translated, but this was not the typical situation. Normally, 
the converted peoples, such as the Alans north of Caucasus who were 
Christianized in the early tenth century, would use Greek as their liturgical 
language. For a number of persons with restricted literacy, cantillation 
supported by Ekphonetic Notation would be a great help towards an 
understanding of the syntactical structure, and thus the meaning, of the text. 
With the help of the neume list and the notation in the manuscript, the correct 
cantillation was easily reproduced. 

The Ekphonetic Notation developed only in its early stage. Once the classical 
system was established, it remained stable for some centuries and then it 
disappeared. The musical notation as such, invented in order to note down the 
music of the hymns, had a quite different development: through changes and 
reforms it remained in use to the present time. Once the more precise, 
diastematic stage of late Coislin and Round Notation was reached, the music 
acquired independent existence, and composition on another level became 
possible; development in the music in its turn necessitated changes in the 
musical notation. It is not surprising that this did not happen in the case of the 
Ekphonetic Notation: it was not allowed to embellish, or radically change the 
cantillation of the Holy Scripture. However, we must assume that the recitation 
reflected in the comparatively few classical neume combinations lived on in oral 
tradition to this day. 
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THETA NOTATION AND SOME RELATED 
NOTATIONAL TYPES 


Jergen Raasted 


In 1962 I spent some weeks in Grottaferrata, Messina, and the Vatican, col- 
lecting material for a catalogue of Byzantine musical manuscripts. During this 
work I hit upon some liturgical manuscripts - Menaia, Triodia, and Pente- 
kostaria - where some of the idiomela were provided with a primitive notation 
which was used to mark off the melismata of otherwise simple, non-melismatic 
melodies, most frequently by means of a © alone or combined with a few 
neumes of Coislin Notation. When I first mentioned these findings to Oliver 
Strunk, he considered them to be "a South-Italian speciality of the twelfth 
century, of no importance," and some years later, at the Byzantine Congress in 
Oxford 1966, Strunk could still say that "as Mr. Raasted knows, I do not 
consider this "Theta Notation’ to be a musical notation at all." In a way, of 
course, he was absolutely right: Theta Notation is riot a real musical notation. 
But in other respects his first reaction has since then turned out to be entirely 
wrong: far from being a South-Italian speciality of no importance, this ‘notation 
or quasi-notation' was widely spread, in sources dating from the eighth through 
the sixteenth century (or even later) and used over a wide area, in Greek, 
Slavonic, and Syro-Melkite liturgical manuscripts.’ 


1 I have felt it relevant to mention these details from the early history of Theta Notation 
studies, although my remarks somehow remind me of the anecdotal ‘Hier irrt sich Goethe'. 


? Jargen Raasted, 'A primitive palaeobyzantine musical notation', Classica et Mediaevalia, 23 
(1962), pp. 301-310; idem, 'Musical notation and quasi notation in Syro-Melkite liturgical 
manuscripts, CIMAGL, 31a-b (Copenhagen, 1979); most recently, idem, "The Princeton 
Heirmologion Palimpsest, CIMAGL, 62 (1993), pp. 219-232; on these eight palimpsest leaves 
which are palaeographically dated to "not later than 800" and which apparently represent the 
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++ + 


Among the manuscripts provided with Theta Notation there are a few which 
seem to be especially useful starting points for future studies: two in Paris, one 
in London. 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 282 and 283: these two manu- 
scripts (282 is a Triodion, 283 Menaia for September - August) have sporadic 
Theta Notation. All thetas are differentiated, with Coislin Notation. At times the 
‘theta places' are written by the textscribe, at times the ink is different - and 
quite often there is also a difference of ink between the O and its neumes. 
Apparently then, we have to operate with a rather complicated situation of 
repeated supplements of notation for the melismata. 

British Library, Additional MS 24.378: the manuscript is a full Menaion, from 
September to the end of February. Dated in the catalogue as thirteenth century, 
it may be a little older. Written by several scribes (changes of hand occur 
mostly at the beginning of a month). 

The scribe who wrote September-November at first used simple Theta 
Notation (0 without any additional neumes), but soon his thetas disappear; in 
their stead (at the typical 'theta places‘) we find three oblique strokes (819 τὸ 
62" ) or three small circumflexes (A6y€ ^^ and ταύτη v^). Later on, other 
combinations of the oblique strokes and the circumflex are found, e.g. 


otherwise lost Greek redaction of the Jerusalem Heirmologion, ore syllable carries a neumatic 
sign, shaped like an oxeia and used for marking a melisma - probably a thematismos - on the last 
syllable of the word διό. 

For the Oldbulgarian tradition, see St. KoZucharov, 'Paleografski problemi na tita-notacijata v 
srednobälgarskite räkopisi ot XII-XIII vek', in Slavjanska paleografija i diplomatika (Sofia, 1980), pp. 
228-246. 


* This observation only covers MS Paris, Ancien fonds grec 282. The other manuscript of the 
set is written by another scribe; its differentiated Theta Notation seems to be less specified than 


that of the former. 


* For reproductions, see CIMAGL, 31a-b, pp. 23-24 and 63. 
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mo è GAR AA , fin! nn M 
ov, ὅθεν. πόνοις, και νῦν. 


Mu 

Σήμερ 

On 134v the circumflexes are combined with a sign which might be a krate- 
mohyporrhoon (δυσώ πει). 

The December scribe uses a different system, but still in 'theta places': To him, 
the standard symbol is a double oxeia (a diple) - but this double stroke is always 
to be found in pairs or in triplets, depending on whether one or two syllables 
are affected by melismata: Thus we find 

o UM μι. ana 
τὸν σον , διὸ ,„vüv 


but 
nun AU 


μ T l ll 
ἅπαντα , τῆς χαρᾶς EET , and δοξάζουσιν. 


The scribes who wrote January and February have not, apparently, marked the 
melismatic 'theta places’ at all. 


++ + 


The Princeton Heirmologion palimpsest” fits well to Strunk's hypothesis about 
the raison d'être of the Heirmologion: that it was meant as a guide for kanon 
writers rather than for singers. For these poets, it might been useful to know 
that the intended melody provided the accented syllable of the word 816 with 
a structuralizing melisma - a detail to be reflected in their kanons as well. The 
occurrence of Theta Notation in later sources - including the Syro-Melkite 
manuscripts - fits better perhaps to the concept of an aide mémoire for singers. 
Especially, maybe, in a situation where the singers improvised in a style in 
which it was important not to forget to embellish simple melodies with a few 
melismata on 'good' places. A third possibility, of course, is to see Theta 
Notation in full Menaia, Triodia etc. as one of the means of control for the abbot 
(or whoever was responsible for what was sung in church’). 


5 Princeton, Firstone Library, Garrett 24, see above, note 2. 
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At present, all this is nothing but guesswork. What can be said with some 
confidence is that the data suggest a change of function - in other words that 
the late sources may have used Theta Notation for other purposes than that for 
which this simple notation was originally invented. 


SURVEY OF MANUSCRIPTS WITH THETA NOTATION ! 


Contents: 


Greek sources 
Euchologion 
Euchologion 

Menaia 

Menaia, Sept.- Febr. 
Menaia, Sept.- Aug. 
Menaia, Oct. 7 - Dec. 25 
Menaion, Nov. 
Menaion, Jan. 

Menaia, Jan.- Apr. 
Menaion, Aug. 
Oktoechos 

Pent., from Holy Week 
Pentekostarion 
Sticherarion | 
Triodion + Pent. 
Triodion 

Triodion 

Triodion 

Triodion 


Location of manuscript: Date: 
Grottaferrata, Γ.β.2 12th c. 
Sinai, gr. 973 "1153" 
Oxford, Arch. Seld. B 32 (Seld. 30) 13th c. 
London, Br. Libr., Add. 24.378 13th c. 
Paris, gr. 283 + Suppl. gr. 1092, V 13th c. 
Rome, Barb. gr. 457 12th, 13th c. 
Paris, gr. 1570 "1127" 
Grottaferrata, A.0.5 "1102" 
Vatican, gr. 2008 "1102" 
Grottaferrata, Δ.α.12 12th c. 
Sinai, gr. 817 "1258" 
Grottaferrata, A.ß.17 12th c. 
Vatican, gr. 788 "1170" 
Vienna, theol. gr. 136 12th c. 
Athos, Lavra T 12 10th c. 
Grottaferrata, A.ß.2 . . thc. 
Grottaferrata, A.[.8 11th c. 
Grottaferrata, A.B.11 10th, 12th c. 


Munich, gr. 272 (palimpsest leaves) 11th-12th. c.? 


' This survey is neither correct nor complete. It is only intended as a first orientation. 
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Triodion etc. 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion + beg. of Pent. 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 
Triodion 


Slavonic sources 
Heirmologion 
Triodion 


Syro-melkite sources 
Menaion, September 
Menaion, September 
Menaion, September 
Menaion, October 
Hymns for November 
Menaion, December 
Menaion, January 
Menaia, Febr. - April 
Hymns for February 
Hymns for February 
Hymns for March 
Menaion, April 
Menaion, month teschrin 
Triodion 

Triodion 


Oxford, Ms. Auct. T.3.6 


Oxford, Arch. Seld. B 30 (Seld. 28) 


Paris, gr. 282 
Rome, Barb. gr. 339 
Sinai, gr. 737 

Sinai, gr. 754 

Sinai, gr. 742 

Sinai, gr. 740 

Sinai, gr. 736 

Sinai, gr. 735 

Sinai, gr. 733 
Vatican, gr. 771 


Moscow, Sinod. Tipogr. 150 


Athos, Zographou 55 


Berlin, Petermann 29 
Berlin, Sachau 36 
Paris, syr. 133 
Berlin, Sachau 38 
Berlin, Sachau 40 
Paris, syr. 135 
Paris, syr. 136 
Paris, syr. 137 
Berlin, Sachau 50A 
Berlin, Sachau 54 
Berlin, Sachau 56 
Berlin, Sachau 76 
Paris, syr. 134 
Berlin, Sachau 35 
Berlin, Sachau 37 
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before "1285" 
13th c. 
13th c. 
12th c. 
12th c. 
"1177" 
"1099" 
13th c. 
"1028" 
10th c. 
12th c. 
12th c. 


12th-13th c. 
13th c. 


"1500" 

15th c. 
"1544" 

15th c.? 
15th c. 

13th c. 
"1521" 

16th c. 
15th-16th c.? 
15th-16th c. 
"1555" 

15th c. 
"1256" 
"1491" 
"1478" 


Triodion 
Triodion 
Pentekostarion 
Pentekostarion 
Parakletike 
Parakletike 
Oktoechos 
Oktoechos 
Oktoechos, + the 11 
Exaposteilaria 
Heirmologion 
Heirmologion ? 
"Sammlung von kirch- 
lichen Gesänge" 


Sinai, syr. 77 

Sinai, syr. 80 

Berlin, Petermann 27 
Paris, syr. 132 
Berlin, Petermann 31 
Paris, syr. 128 

Paris, syr. 129 

Paris, syr. 130 


Berlin, Petermann 30 A 
Paris, syr. 131 
Berlin, Sachau 52 


Berlin, Sachau 100 
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"1237" 
"1297" 
early 15th c.? 
16th c. 
"1537" 
"1562" 
15th c. 
16th c. 


15th-16th. c. 
"1549" 
15th c. 


14th-15th c. 


COISLIN NOTATION 


Problems and Working Hypotheses 


Alberto Doda 


Even if we do not know the exact meaning of all notational details, at least the 
basic principles on which the so-called 'Middle Byzantine Notation’ is based are 
well known. After a martyria - an abbreviation of the appropriate intonation for- 
mula indicating the mode and the initial tone of the piece - each note of the 
melody is given by a sign (or a combination of signs) which specifies the inter- 
val from the preceding note. Kenneth Levy has rightly described such a method 
of music writing as a 'digital' notation.' To put the same thing in another way, 
we can profit from a conceptual scheme elaborated by the philosopher Charles 
Peirce and used by Leo Treitler in his interpretation of the early history of 
music writing in the West.? This scheme allows a classification of signs and sign 
systems according to their mode or modes of representation. Signs can be 
divided into symbols, icons and indexes. 


A symbol is a sign that represents by virtue of an habitual association between the sign 
and its referent. There need not be anything inherent about the sign itself that suggests 
what is represented in order for it to function in the symbolic mode, only the consistent 
habit of having it stand for that thing. A clear example would be the male and female 
signs, d and 9. No one who had not been informed about that convention could be 
expected to guess at the meaning of those signs... A sign functions in the iconic mode 


! See K. Levy, 'Music of the Byzantine Rite’, in New Grove, III, pp. 553-566, on p. 554. 


* See in particular L. Treitler, "The Early History of Music Writing in the West, JAMS, 35 
(1982), pp. 237-279; idem, ‘Reading and Singing: on the Genesis of Occidental Music-Writing’, 
Early Music History, 4 (1984), pp. 135-208. 
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when it represents by virtue of a resemblance that it bears to the thing represented, an 
isomorphism of some sort between sign and referent. The international traffic sign for 
"One-Way Street" is symbolic. Signs warning of a cattle- or deer- or kangaroo-crossing 
have a dear iconic component... An index is a sign that represents by virtue of a 
sequential (and usually causal) link between the sign and what it signifies. It can 
function descriptively - wet streets as a sign that there has been rain, smoke as a sign 
of fire, or the implied prediction in "red sky in the morning, sailors take warning". And 
it can function, as in the last case, as an imperative - a road sign, the bell that rings on 
this typewriter as I approach the end of each line, punctuation marks... The indexical 
mode is the third member of the triad of representational modes that are hierarchically 
arranged in the functioning of every system of signs..." 


In modern musical notation the symbolic element is implicit in the use of the 
staff itself. The staff is a conventional symbol for the pitch spectrum; the con- 
vention is based on the arbitrary idea of the pitch spectrum as extending along 
the vertical dimension. The iconic mode of representation is evidently at work 
in the isomorphic relationship between the succession of note heads on the staff 
and what we usually call 'melodic line'. As to the indexical mode, Treitler rec- 
ognised that 


Musical notation has an indexical component in [the] imperative sense. It is most 
apparent in tablatures, which tell the player where to place his fingers on the instru- 
ment. But in varying degrees people read even staff notations that way, translating 
the signs directly into finger movements. Fingerings in scores increase that tendency. 


As far as the representation of pitches is concerned, the iconic and indexical 
components are. almost totally absent. In Middle Byzantine Notation. To be 
sure, a little bit of iconicity can, for example, be seen in the disposition of the 
musical signs in the notation of certain themata and we can interpret the 


? Treitler, "The Early History', pp. 239-241. 
* Ibid., p. 241. 


* For example in the notation of the thematismos, in which the musical signs are placed at 
different heights over the affected syllable according to the relative height of the five notes of 
this up-and-down figure. 
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functional róle of oxeia and petaste, which normally point to a subsequent 
descent of the melody, in the light of the concept of index; the system as a 
whole remains essentially symbolic, however, working as it does with 
conventional signs for melodic intervals placed on a single horizontal line. 
While modern scores represent melody both as a series of discrete positions in 
the pitch spectrum (this is a symbolic, or digital, representation) and as a line 
on the staff whose component dots are the notes themselves (this is an iconic, 
or analog, representation), the latter principle is virtually extraneous to Middle 
Byzantine Notation. It functions almost exclusively in the symbolic mode, 
through an uninflected chain of symbols for melodic intervals. 

All we have said up to this point about Middle Byzantine Notation also 
applies, of course, to its immediate predecessor, the so-called Coislin Notation. 
The dissimilarities between the two systems are hot so great as to betray 
radically different working principles. With the advent of Middle Byzantine 
Notation, the focus of attention shifted to diastematy: a number of signs special- 
ised in indicating intervals with ultimate precision, and a system of sign 
combinations developed, by which it became easy to write down every possible 
interval; certain neumes, especially ‘long’ neumes like diple, kratema or xeron 
klasma, by then regularly and completely spelled out by interval symbols, came 
to be regarded and classified as mere subsidiary signs, as aphona. All these 
modifications, however, did not alter the overall picture of the notation, as may 
be confirmed by anyone inspecting late Coislin manuscripts and comparing 
them with parallel Middle Byzantine sources. The Coislin system, like the 
Middle Byzantine one, denotes melody by means of a chain of symbols indi- 
cating relative positions in the pitch spectrum, albeit without the precision 
peculiar to later notation. 

The Coislin Notation I referred to in the last paragraph is the "relatively" and 
"fully developed Coislin" Notation according to Oliver Strunk's terminology, or 
the Coislin Notation of the fourth up to the sixth and last stage in Floros' 
scheme. The change from the 'archaic Coislin' to this more refined system is a 
major event in the history of Byzantine musical notation, a phenomenon no less 


* See Strunk, Specimina; C. Floros, Neumenkunde, I, pp. 311-326. 
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crucial, I think, than the advent of diastematy in the Middle Byzantine phase. 
It is characterised above all by the following innovations: 

- the ison is now used in all cases of repetition of the same sound (in the 
earliest stages of the notation it was used, if at all, only on the last syllable of 
the chant); 

- the oligon makes its first appearance; 

- the regular use of ison and oligon confines the apostrophos to the indication 
of descending intervals; 

- the hypotaxis (in the form with the ison beneath the oxeia or petaste) finds an 
ever increasing application; 

- already in the fourth Coislin stage 'long' neumes (but also bareia and 
apoderma) begin to be accompanied by interval signs which more precisely 
identify the intended melodic inflection.’ 

With Coislin IV - a stage whose beginnings must be dated to at least the first 
years of the eleventh century’ - Byzantine Notation became a powerful system 
for music writing, capable of fine description of the melodic flow, and took on 
the general form and structure it would maintain for centuries, virtually up to 
our own day. However, it became something quite different from what Coislin 
Notation had been until then. 

It is easy to recognise a Coislin Notation belonging to the archaic stage. It 
does not make use of ison and oligon and many text syllables are left unpro- 
vided with neumes. From a palaeographic point of view, then, the archaic Cois- 
lin Notation is far removed from that of later manuscripts. What about the 
semiotic side of the question? Did archaic Coislin Notation represent melody 
in the same way as the developed Coislin and Middle Byzantine systems? What 
sort of data did it transmit to the singer? What sort of knowledge did it require 
in order to be correctly read? These are difficult questions and no easy answer 
can be expected, especially if we consider how little we really know about this 


7 See A. Doda, ‘Note codicologiche, paleografiche e paleografico-musicali su uno Sticherarion 
dell'XI secolo', JOB, 39 (1989), pp. 217-239, on p. 225. 


* Ibid., pp. 225-226. 
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relatively primitive musical notation. 

If it is true that Coislin Notation is based mainly on the five fundamental 
signs apostrophos, oxeia, petaste, klasma and bareia, this is particularly true in its 
earliest phase. Let us consider these signs. The apostrophos has the most curious 
history. In Coislin I and II - following Floros' classification - it appears on 
selected syllables in indiscriminate connection with all sorts of intervals (it may 
be descendens, but also repetens or ascendens). The third Coislin stage is char- 
acterised by an enormous increase in the use of the apostrophos, a phenomenon 
that requires special investigation. It is only with the mature Coislin Notation 
(from Coislin IV on), that, as we have seen, the apostrophos becomes a true 
descending sign. It is important to note that we have no clear idea of the 
original meaning of this sign. It seems evident, however, that in the earliest 
stages of the notation it simply does not signify an interval at all. What then 
does it indicate? 

It is quite surprising to discover that a similar argument also applies to a 
certain extent to oxeia and petaste. In the developed Coislin and Middle 
Byzantine notations these are, by themselves, ascending signs; they ‘lose’ their 
interval value only when 'subordinated' to an ison or a descending neume. 
Furthermore, as we have already observed, they have an indexical function in 
that they must always be followed by a descent of the melody. In the archaic 
Coislin system oxeia and petaste are not ascending signs. They often coincide 
with ascending intervals, but figure as repetentes or descendentes when used 
alone in places later indicated by means of hypotaxis. Like the apostrophos, oxeia 
and petaste do not seem to be directly connected with any particular direction 
of the voice and only our deep-rooted habit of interpreting archaic Coislin 
Notation in the light of the subsequent history of Byzantine musical notation 
could prevent us from taking the manuscript evidence at face value. Moreover, 
as some examples will soon show, archaic oxeia and petaste need not yet be 
followed by a melodic descent. 

As to klasma and bareia, we must confess that their interpretation is a general 
problem involving all types and stages of Byzantine musical notation. I am not 
referring to their concrete, material meaning, which is of relatively little 
importance in this context (for example a lengthening of some sort, apparently 
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prescribed by the klasma), but rather to the reasons for their appearance in the 
notation of a musical phrase. It is not sufficient to understand how a note 
affected by the klasma is to be sung: we need to know why, or at least when a 
note must or may be sung that way. 

To sum up, it seems impossible to determine the exact meaning of these five 
radical' neumes in the archaic Coislin Notation through a regressive method 
based on the study of their use in later manuscripts. As a consequence, we 
cannot understand how this notation works in its entirety. We are ignorant not 
only of what its component musical signs actually indicate, but also of why it 
is that several syllables do not bear any neumes at all. What difference is there, 
for example, between a note for which no sign is provided in that particular 
phrase and one marked by an apostrophos? What is inherent in the latter that 
deserves notation? In order to answer questions of this kind we must take the 
function of the notes, i.e. their róle in the melody, into account. 

Admittedly, working out the róle of every note of a Byzantine piece is a 
difficult task. I would like, however, to present an experimental method of 
analysis which I elaborated in the course of my research on the heirmoi of the 
third authentic mode. In doing so I shall summarise some points of my article 
Osservazioni sulla "meccanica" delle melodie irmologiche'? The method is 
based on the following principles: 

- a mode, before being thought of as a scale or as a repertory of melodic 
formulas, should be viewed as a group of registers; in the third authentic mode, 
as shown in Example 1, four registers are mainly used: a low register F-a, a 
middle-low register a-c, a middle-high register c-d and a high register d-e; in 
all four registers the higher note is used to provide a point of melodic tension 
normally corresponding to textual accents, while the lower note is that toward 
which the melody tends on unstressed syllables; sometimes the middle-high 
register is extended to cover the third c-e; 

- a cadence consists in the passage of the, melody from a higher register to 
that immediately below it; this may take place either before or after the last 
stressed syllable of the phrase. True cadential formulas are also frequently used; 


* To be published in Studi di musica bizantina in onore di Giovanni Marzi (forthcoming). 
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- care must be taken in locating the difference between musical phrases and 
formulas; the smallest unit with full musical significance is the phrase; a phrase, 
it goes without saying, is a short melodic segment concluded by a cadence; it 
may embody formulaic material, but it does not have to. A phrase like the one 
shown in Example 2a, for instance, does not incorporate any formulas at all. 
The melody begins with an intonation in the middle-low register a-b-c (an 
intonation is a short passage in a lower register that leads to a movement in a 
higher one). The c marks the transition to the extended middle-high register c-e; 
the accent on (8)p3 is regularly put into relief by the highest note of this regis- 
ter, the e. On νη(πιά σας) the voice begins to descend and with the following 
b it falls into the middle-low register a-c. This b is thus the first note of a 
cadence b-c-b-a (the c corresponds to the stressed syllable [vn n uá[o e c]. 
Phrase b, which, in the same heirmos, follows the one just discussed, is identical 
in principle. The cadence stops here on c because the last accent falls on the last 
syllable of the kolon, the c after the b on (συ)με(ῶν) is simply an anticipation, 
not always present in cadences of this type. All this has nothing to do with 
formulaism. These two phrases are very similar; indeed, they are for the most 
part composed of recurring material but they are not formulas: they are 
independent applications to metrically similar texts of a relatively simple 
melodic technique based on the internal working and interplay of registers. As 
we shall see, a formula is not merely "a recurrent sequence of neumes, i.e. a 
string of signs which occurs several times in the material"; it is a melodic 
movement which has become traditional through the praxis of chant and is 
therefore habitually and automatically performed in given contexts even 
beyond, or in contrast to the normal melodic technique. Formulas did not exist 
per se, and the singer did not pick out formulas as from a catalogue and string 
them together; to my view, formulas were automatisms which emerged of their 
own accord in the very act of singing. 

The Byzantine singer, then, produced music in that, after many years of 


" G. Amargianakis, An Analysis of Stichera in the Deuteros Modes: the Stichera Idiomela for the 
Month of September in the Modes Deuteros, Plagal Deuteros, and Nenano Transcribed from the 
Manuscript Sinai 1230 (A.D. 1365), | CIMAGL, 22 (1977), p. 10. 
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practice, he shared a basic melodic technique and a number of melodic con- 
ventions inherited from his predecessors. That all this seems to square very well 
with the idea of an oral tradition of performance-composition prior to the 
invention of Byzantine musical notation should at least be mentioned. But let 
us look at these principles at work in a concrete example. In Example 3 you will 
find the transcription (from Crypt. E.y.ID of the third authentic mode heirmos 
Τεμνομένην θάλασσαν. In Example 4, I have reproduced the analysis of the 


same heirmos provided by Velimirović in his "The Byzantine Heirmos and Heir- 


mologion'."' 


To illustrate the phrase structure of this heirmos we should start from phrase 6. This phrase begins 
with an intonation which leads the melody from the base of the middle-low register (a) into the 
region of the middle-high register, where the ptincipal textual accent is brought into relief by a d. 
Subsequently the melodic line returns by steps to the base of the middle-low register, so producing 
a cadence effect. Phrase 7 reproduces the same melodic movement in a more compact form. Here 
the intonation is made up of only note b, and the phrase returns to a by leap and not by steps. As 
to the intonation, the b on £v does not really represent the whole of it; it combines with the 
previous a to produce an intonation starting from the base of the middle-low register as in phrase 
6; the a on (o c) pev is a sort of pivot-note, as I call it, and may at the same time be considered 
as the end of phrase 6 and the beginning of phrase 7. Phrases 1 and 2, which show a metrically very 
similar text, have the same musical physiognomy as phrases 6 and 7; note, however, the intonation 
of phrase 1, beginning from G instead of a as in phrase 6. The melodic line of phrase 3 is slightly 
different, but not in principle: the disposition of textual accents is not the same, and the voice rises 
to d on both ('Iape A and (δι)ῆ λίθεν) during the movement in the middle-high register. Also 
here a shorter phrase of the same type as those seen on ἐν αἰνέσει and ράβδῳ πάλαι closely 
follows. The pivotal röle of the a on ὡς is obvious: it both opens phrase 4 and acts as the goal to 
which the melodic movement at the end of phrase 3 evidently tends. 

It is clear from the preceding observations that phrases 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 are autonomous and 
complete melodic entities. Even in phrases 2, 4 and 7, which at first glance might appear as 
insignificant fragments of four or five notes, is it possible to discern an intonation, a central section 
and a cadence. To be sure, phrases 1 with 2, 3 with 4 and 6 with 7 are so intimately linked that 
these pairs give the impression of larger single units. But these units no longer appear as obscure 


u M. Velimirović, The Byzantine Heirmos and Heirmologion’, in Gattungen der Musik in 
Einzeldarstellungen: Gedenkschrift Leo Schrade, ed. W. Arlt, E. Lichtenhahn et al., 1. Folge (Bern and 
Munich, 1973), pp. 192-244, on p. 243. 
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formulaic monoliths as in the analysis by Velimiroyit, on the contrary, formulaism seems to play 
no part in them, as in the two phrases of Example 2. 

In phrase 5 three initial as (middle-low register) form the intonation; immediately after this, there 
are two consecutive textual accents (a ta u)p οῦ τύ(πος)] and the melody leaps to d (middle-high 
register). A movement in the middle-low register follows as a cadence: b-c-a, with the repercussion 
of a diverted to b on (ἐμφα)νῶς. An important observation: the c might seem unnecessary here, 
because there is no accent in the text that accounts for it; the notes b-a would actually have sufficed 
to make the cadence; on (τύ)πος ἐμίφανῶς) the voice reproduces a melodic line which had 
become traditional because of the large number of cases where it is required and justified by the 
position of the stresses in the text (see for instance the cadence of the first phrase of Example 2). 
This is a typically formulaic mechanism. At this point, we would already have a perfectly 
self-sufficient phrase; but to the eleven notes discussed so far the most common cadential formula 
in third authentic mode heirmoi is attached, in order to signify the end of an entire section of the 
chant. The figure b-G at the junction between ὅτι σταυροῦ τύπος ἐμφανῶς απά προωδοποίει 
τρίβον is also traditional; it often introduces melodic ascents leading to c. The cadential formula 
is not of course a phrase on its own; it is for this reason that in the analysis phrase 5 has been 
considered as a single unit. Phrase 8 is identical, in principle, to phrase 5. Slight variations in the 
melodic line derive from the reduced number of syllables and the different position of the accents 
in the text: there is no recitation on a followed by b-G at the end of the first part of the phrase; in 
this first part, moreover, there is no immediate succession of two textual accents, so that it is only 
natural for the melody to descend at θε(ῷ), the intervening atonic syllable. Here the voice does not 
just regain the base of the middle-high register (c); by falling for a moment into the middle-low 
register (b) and restarting its movement from there, it brings about a sort of microscopic 
re-intonation before the following accent. This is a frequently found phenomenon of clear formulaic 
character. That even a formulaic element need not occur at every opportunity is demonstrated by 
what we see in phrase 3 on (ἰσρα)ὴλ διῆλίθεν). 


What can we say about the archaic Coislin Notation (from Patmos 55) of 
Τεμνομένην θάλασσαν) It is more than evident that it is essentially based 
on the five radical neumes. It is equally obvious that the most prominent part 
is played by oxeia, petaste and apostrophos. Let us have a closer look at these 
three signs, taking the first phrase as our starting point. In it we find three con- 
secutive apostrophoi on the three initial syllables and a petaste on the fifth syl- 
lable followed by two concluding apostrophoi. Such a notation, especially as far 
as the use of the apostrophos is concerned, is quite redundant, as a comparison 
with the first three phrases of 76 jpvowruévo τὸν lopani ἐκτῆς δουλείας 
(Example 5) shows. 
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A few words on the music. The opening phrase, on Τῷ ῥυσαμένῳ, is clearly of the same general 
type as the phrases 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7 of Teuvouévnv θάλασσαν. The second phrase, on τὸν 
ἰσραὴλ Ex thc δουλείας, is almost identical to the one we saw in Example 2a. The third phrase, 
on καὶ φαραὼ βυθίσαντι ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ, opens with an intonation starting from a and 
leading the voice to the top of the middle-high register (the d on the fourth syllable); but d is at the 
same time the base of the high register d-e, and it is in this register that the voice performs the 
movement required by the accent on (βυ)θίί ca vti; on the following two syllables the melody 
descends into the middle-high register, coming to a momentary rest on its lowest note c (cadence); 
the figure a-b-c-d-c-c on £v τῇ θαλάσσῃ is another manifestation of the cadential formula. 


In the notation of all three phrases, P shows the same tendency as in the first 
of Τεμνομένην θάλασσαν to make a relatively large use of the apostrophos; 
compare, for example, the parallel version of St Petersburg GPB gr. 557 (Lg). In 
this case the trend which will eventually lead to an almost excessive use of the 
apostrophos in the last stage of archaic Coislin Notation is already discernible in 
P. In Lg, on the contrary, the apostrophos appears only on strictly selected 
syllables. We find it only at the beginning or end of phrases and melodic 
movements within a register: on T@ in the first phrase, on τὸν, ἐκ and the last 
syllable of δουλείας in the second phrase, on καί and the first and last syl- 
lables of βυθίσαντι in the third phrase. On the basis of this and a number of 
other analogous examples the apostrophos originally seems to have been a simple 
sign of separation, used to delimit melodic units. In P the situation may appear 
a little more confusing because of the proliferation of apostrophoi, but I think 
that even there the separative róle of the sign can be properly appreciated. On 
TH ῥυσαμένῳ the two opening apostrophoi seem to tell the singer how many 
notes he must sing before entering the middle-high register c-d; we can also 
observe the same marking off of the intonation at the beginning of the second 
and third phrases. A perfectly understandable apostrophos on the last syllable of 
Τῷ ρυσαμένῳ clearly signifies the end of the phrase. On τὸν ἰσραὴλ ÉK 
τῆς δουλείας there are two apostrophoi between the two melodic peaks e and 
c, one for the end of the movement in the extended middle-high register and 
one for the beginning of the cadence. On xai φαραὼ βυθίσαντι ἐν τῇ 
θαλάσσῃ the phrase proper and the cadential formula are connected by a 
klasma (by the way, this is one important use of this sign); it is preceded and 
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followed by two apostrophoi again referring respectively to the end and the 
beginning of the melodic entities to which they belong. Similar observations 
may be made about the notation of Teuvouévnv θάλασσαν in P; note, for 
example, the three initial apostrophoi, corresponding perfectly to the three-note 
intonation G-a-b. It is worth concluding this paragraph on the apostrophos by 
recalling that the medieval Greek apostrophe - and here I mean the ortho- 
graphic symbol - was also a sign of separation. It was used to divide syllables 
in particularly difficult cases. Can we suppose a connection of some sort be- 
tween the musical sign and the textual one? 

Let us turn now to oxeia and petaste. We have already observed that these two 
signs, whatever the difference between them may have been, do not necessarily 
signify ascending intervals in the archaic Coislin Notation - see for instance the 
oxeia on τύ(πος) in the fifth phrase of Zeuvouévrgv θάλασσαν (P). I also 
suggested that in this early stage they are not yet to be understood as signs for 
a subsequent melodic descent - we find a clear confirmation of this in the large 
number of examples like the third phrase of Τῷ ῥυαμέν æ, where the oxeia (Lg, 
P, Lavra Γ 9) or petaste (L, i.e. Lavra B 32) on (φαρα)ὼ is followed by the 
repetition of the same d. Like the apostrophos, archaic oxeia and petaste seem 
rather to be used to mark notes with a particular melodic róle. To the scholar 
studying their use in the notation they always appear to coincide with the top 
note of a register. From the point of view of the Byzantine singer they probably 
functioned as a sort of imperative: it is on that syllable that the top note of the 
current register must be sung. In this way the meaning of all oxeiai and petastai 
in Teuvouévnv Odlaooavand Τῷ jvauév can be explained. The oxeia on 
τοῦ(το) ἵπ phrase 6 of Τεμνομένην θάλασσαν clearly calls for a c preceded 
by a or b and followed by b or another c. 

From these considerations on its three most important signs, a picture of 
archaic Coislin Notation emerges which sharply differentiates it from all 
following Byzantine notational systems. If our interpretation of their meaning 
is correct, apostrophos, oxeia and petaste functioned mainly in the indexical mode 
of representation. They gave directions to the singer about the co-ordination 
between his melodic knowledge and the text to be set to music. I have tried to 
describe the melodic knowledge the singer had to possess in order to be able 
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to make music in terms of registers, phrases (composed of an intonation, a 
central body and a cadence), and formulas. The singer had to grasp the metri- 
cal, syntactical and logical structure of the text and reflect it in the music. Signs 
like apostrophos, oxeia and petaste helped him to do this. I think that the study 
of archaic Coislin Notation could be profitably conducted in this direction. Can 
other signs be proved to function in the indexical mode? To what extent did 
simple signs retain their meaning when used in combination? 

As is easily understood, archaic Coislin Notation is quite the opposite of a 
rigidly normative notation. From our point of view, it leaves a lot of things 
unspecified. Let us take as an example the final phrase of Teuvouevnv 
θάλασσαν. In G, as we have seen, the intonation is made up of three con- 
secutive a's; in H, instead, there is a melodic ascent a-b-c. Turning now to P, it 
is difficult to determine which of the two versions it prescribes, but the 
presence of apostrophoi on the first two syllables seems to favour the reading of 
H: the apostrophoi would mark off the intonation a-b just as in the first three 
phrases of Τῷ ῥυαμένῳ. When the use of the apostrophos is more restrained it 
is virtually impossible to choose; in the third phrase of Τῷ ῥυαμένῳ the 
notation of Lg does not specify whether to sing the notes a-b-c or three a's 
before the first d. This evidently did not constitute a serious problem for the 
Byzantine singer, who probably considered the two alternatives as perfectly 
equivalent from a musical point of view. The neumator seemed to enjoy the 
same freedom in writing the notation as the singer did in reading it. The same 
melodic line could be written in several graphically different but substantially 
equivalent ways from manuscript to manuscript, from piece to piece in the 
same manuscript, and even from phrase to phrase in the same piece. A 
conspicuous example of this is precisely furnished by the fluid use of the 
apostrophos. We must remember that archaic Coislin Notation was only a tool 
for singers who were still deeply involved in a continuing oral tradition. An 
outline description of the melody was sufficient for the singer, who could count 
on his own melodic competence for the detailed construction of the piece. 

A few words for a final consideration. As we have seen through our 
examples, Byzantine music was a sort of enhanced declamation of the liturgical 
text. Reading and singing were not almost antithetical actions as they are today. 
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The symbols of archaic Coislin Notation showed the structure of melodies and 
regulated the inflections of the singing voice, just like a system of sometimes 
graphically similar signs - accents, various orthographic signs, punctuation 
marks - showed the structure of texts and regulated the inflections of the 
reading voice. There is probably a direct relationship between the two sign 
systems, but before drawing conclusions on this point we must deepen our 
knowledge of both of them. As far as the textual system is concerned, this 
means the study not so much of the theories of the ancient grammarians as of 
the praxis in manuscripts of, say, the eighth to tenth centuries. Unfortunately, 
Greek palaeography is not yet in the position to help us with this.” 


2 On punctuation in Greek manuscripts see P. Rafti, 'L'interpunzione nel libro manoscritto: 
mezzo secolo di studi', Scrittura e Civiltà, 12 (1988), pp. 239-298, on pp. 284-293. 
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G 67v 


G 67v 


c 


Kat 


ἐν ay κάλαις Συ µε 


Example 1 


΄ 
QV: 
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Low Middle-low Middle-high 
Example 2 
Ww 
-— ccm DDS NS > 
δ € gé vn m a σας: 
τιν YI. ^ > 2 3 7 


High 


Te pvo μέ νην ba Nac 


> wv > 2 3 
G u - — v » w Ν 

3 

6 Ισ pa nA δι ÑA Bev 
p > > Pd 4 > 
G e — pd o JA 

5 

«^ ^ LA 

ο Tt gTaypov TV πος 

> 4 2 e 2 > 
G ~ ο = m= d y E 

6 


δι à τοῦ το É cO 


H ο = = 
Po» > u > P4 
G u € e 2 «o 
8 
τῷ δαν na στῷ δε 6 


Example 3 


» 


cav: pá βδῳ πά Aat 


2 2 72» 
I =- 5 
4 


> > ΄ 
μεν εν αι νε FEU 


w 2 

X 0» = 
FE 

μῶν ο τι 


δε 


δο 


» 


ο 
Ox 


» 


σται. 


31: 


Example 4 


Formula A 


Τε pvo μέ νηνθά Nac cav: pa βδῳ mà Nar 


Formula A 


ὁ Io pa NA δι HA dev ὡς ἐν € ph HQ 


Formula B 


[LL OLD ο ee su. gcc DD ag fe ee ae l 


^ » ^ ΄ ΄ 
ὅ τιστανροῦ τύ πος EM pa νῶςπρο q Bo mol ει τρί fov: 
Formula A 
E ; 
δι q τοῦ το E co μεν ev αἱ vé der 
Formula B 


ΓΞ DS AS = o. q 


τῷ δαν pa TH Be Q ἢ μῶν ὅ τι δε δό ta σται. 
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G 73v 


L8ir 
Lg 6v 
E 20r 
P 47r 
0 80v 
Γ 940r 
H 53v 


G 73v 


— 2 7 

2 7 

> a SF “ον 
Ὃν A e w 
ox - -- 4 > 
e - - ς΄ οκ 
ο». -- - ΠΩ 
“um 


Example 5 * 


^ 5 
3 

> 

32. 2 
É se 
PERDE e omm 
eos m (a 
ο = + 
2 


TQ pu σα μέ vo τὸν Ισ ρα 


2 2 
E “> 
3 A > 
> 2 >» 


Kal $a pa Q Bu 


μα > 
4 E 
34. ν 
7 δν 
a > 3v 
3. » 
o0» MY 
7 2 ow 
8( σαν τι 


^ 


q 


an 


ev τῇ 


v 2 
΄ 2 | 
΄ > 
> a 
> px > 
3 z E 
an «ο 2 
3 A > 
δον Aet as: 
Wo v ΄ 
No ^ | 
P ^t 
N 2 ^ 


^ a 
“4 5 
| 
1 
A 
da Aoc on: 


3 The sources of Example 5 are the following: L = Athos, Laura B 32; Lg = St Petersburg GPB 
gr. 557; E = Athos, Esphigmenou 54; P = Patmos 55; O = Paris, Coislin 220; T 9 = Athos, Lavra 
T 9; H = Athos, Iviron 470; G = Crypt. E.y2 
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THE RÓLE OF PARAKLETIKE IN PALAEOBYZANTINE 
NOTATIONS 


Christian Troelsgárd 


As is the case with quite a number of neumes in the Palaeobyzantine notations, 
no consensus has ever been established on the róle of the parakletike, or rather 
the neume-complex to which the parakletike belongs. The prevailing use of the 
parakletike/rheuma at the beginning of cola has been noticed, but the actual 
meaning of the sign has been interpreted in several ways. Apart from un- 
certainty of its significance, the various explanations range from claims that it 
did not have any specific musical meaning to guesses on the possible interval 
values expressed by it.' Even a pure symbolic interpretation of its significance 
has been ventured, namely as the singer's invocation to the Holy Spirit at the 
beginning of hymns, thus corresponding with the stauros at the end 

This contribution seeks to get closer to an understanding of the róle of the 
parakletike through a study of its actual use in a great number of stichera in the 
Chartres and Coislin notations, with additional evidence drawn from related 
neumes in Palaeoslavic, Ekphonetic, Middle and Late Byzantine notations. 


! Among other authors, the parakletike has been treated by H.J.W. Tillyard, Handbook of the 
Middle Byzantine Notation, MMB Subsidia, 1,1 (Copenhagen, 1935), p. 27; Høeg, Notation, p. 28; 
Floros, Neumenkunde, I, p. 160; II, p. 175, p. 179; M. Haas, 'Byzantinische und Slavische 
Notationen' in Paläographie der Musik, vol. 1 (Köln, 1979), pp. 2.20, 2.32, 2.35, 2.98, 2.103, 2.114 
and 2.116. 


$T VladySevskaja: 'Bwsaurufckag M — npeBHepyockas — My3bIKaJIBHAs — IIMCEMeHHOCTb M ee 


cuMBommeckWe HCTOKH', Abstracts of the 18th International Congress of Byzantine Studies (Moscow, 
1991), pp. 1228-1231. 
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Nomenclature and shape 

The list of Chartres neumes in MS Laura T 67 (fol. 159) contains two items that 
have almost the same shape but different names. In line 8 the rheuma appears 
between klasma and apoderma, and in line 15 the parakletike is outlined between 
parakalesma and echadin, the major difference between the two appearances being 
a little 'hook' appended to the right side of the rheuma. In practice, it has proved 
impossible to distinguish between these as two different neumes, even the 
orientation of the sign varies almost ninety degrees from a ‘lying’ position with 
the longer stroke pointing upwards to the right to an ‘upright’ position with the 
long stroke directed horizontally to the right (see Fig. 1). Other neumes attach 
to this complex, namely the Palaeoslavic paraklit", the Byzantine Ekphonetic 
sign paraklitike and the enarxis of Middle and Late Byzantine notations. All these 
seem in one way or other related to the Palaeobyzantine parakletike. In contrast, 
the Middle and Late Byzantine parakletike differs more widely in shape - and 
apparently also in meaning and function - from its homonymous Palaeo- 
byzantine counterpart. I will deal briefly with these associated subjects below. 


Fig. 1 
Parakletike Oligon, kentema, parakletike 
e 1 ae T ἊΝ 
ττοε a i 
Ns cam Paris, Bib. nat. gr. 242, fol 205r zn i ER ^ en 
Grottaferrata, A.a.14, fol. 64v ienna, Theol. gr. 136, fol. 53v 
Medial signature ß' Medial signature ß' 
and parakletike and meson-sign 


-— ges wm 
‚gruen «U Te - ue 
my PAD 


Athos, Laura T 74, fol. 25r 
Sinai 1219, fol. 61v Sinai 1219, fol. 64v 
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Parakletikai in list of Ekphonetic signs 


Paleoslavic paraklit" ΝΣ; 
aleoslavic p 2 a e. Z - 

r g 4 ο κ' wa at ater + 

AM n n m ο o E^ > « a. 


Caragana ος d 


Moscow, Synod. Typogr. 152, fol. 33v 


Sinai 8, fol. 303r 


Although the neume in question belongs to the Coislin Notation from its 
earliest known stage and is more frequently used in this branch of notation than 
in the manuscripts of the Chartres family, no direct witness to the Coislin 
nomenclature has so far been discovered. Given this situation, we must resort 
to the Slavonic lists of neumes which place the paraklit" in front of the Znamen- 
nyj-signs, a system primarily derived from the Byzantine Coislin Notation. In 
this contribution I have therefore preferred the name parakletike, as this seems 
to have been the common nomenclature of three Palaeobyzantine notations: 
Chartres, Coislin and Ekphonetic. 


Material and method 

For the sake of convenience I have chosen the standard stichera of November 
as a basis for my investigation. These stichera are edited in the MMB-series by 
Tillyard and in the tables (see below) I will refer to ‘hymn’ and ‘line’ numbers 
according his edition. I have booked the occurrences of the parakletike in these 
stichera according to four Palaeobyzantine Sticheraria, (1) the only available 


* These lists are first recorded from the fifteenth century onwards, cf. R. Palikarova Verdeil, 
La musique byzantine chez les bulgares et le russes, MMB Subsidia, III (Copenhagen, 1953), p. 148 


sqq. 


^ HJW. Tillyard, The Hymns of the Sticherarion for November, MMB  Transcripta, II 
(Copenhagen, 1938). 
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Chartres source for the standard stichera of November’, Sinai 1219, and three 
Sticheraria representing different stages of the Coislin Notation, (2) the first 
volume of the so-called 'Carbone'-Menaia, Grottaferrata Δ.α. 13 with its moder- 
ately developed Coislin Notation,‘ (3) the Sticherarion Vienna 136’ and (4) the 
extremely developed Coislin Sticherarion, St Petersburg, Public Library 789.* For 
the musical examples and the statistical tables I have also used a number of 
supplementary sources. 

In preparing the material for this study I have furnished all occurrences of 
parakletikai with a tentative letter transcription inspired by the rendition in one 
of the earliest Round Notation Sticheraria, Sinai 1218, a manuscript that often 
follows the majority of the Coislin Sticheraria against the Round Notation 
tradition, as represented, for example, by Tillyard's edition. With these data 
stored in my computer I have produced the tables that accompany the examples 
and descriptions of the various uses of parakletike. By this method - which is in 
a way comparable to the 'Kasuistik'-studies occasionally employed by Floros in 
his Universale Neumenkunde - it is, I think, possible to achieve an impression of 
the principles according to which this neume functioned in the musical context. 


The parakletike at the beginning of lines and sections 
In the Chartres and Coislin notations the presence of initial parakletike raises 


5 To my knowledge two further Chartres Sticheraria contain stichera for November; the now 
lost MS Andreaskiti 18 (see P. Weincke, 'A new page of Andreaskiti 18', CIMAGL, 48 (1984), pp. 
4-14) contained only: non-standard stichera and the few remnants of November stichera in the 
beginning of MS Athos Laura T 74 contains neither parakletikai nor meson-signs. 


5 cf. A. Doda: 'Osservazioni sulla scrittura e sulla notazione musicale dei Menaia “Carbonesi", 
Scrittura e Civiltà, 15 (1991), pp. 185-204. This MS has been induded in the material after my 
presentation at Hernen Castle in November 1992. Only a minor part of the November standard 
stichera are present in A.«.13 fols. 105r - 206v. Hymns 1 - 12, 40 - 48 and 61 - 86 are missing. 


? MS Vienna, Osterreichisches Nationalbibliothek, Theol. Gr. 136, ed. G. Wolfram, MMB, X 
(Wien, 1987). 


δ In spite of the extremely developed notation, this manuscript is probably the earliest extant 
precisely dated Coislin source (A.D. 1106). 
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some simple questions. Why is it used in some stichera and not in others? Why 
are they used only in certain lines? Can we understand the underlying system? 
Let us look at one sticheron of the second plagal mode, see Example 1, 
Συγγάρητε ἡμῖν (November no. 32). The sources represented here are Sinai 
1219 (fol. 23r), Vienna 136 (fol. 48r) and the notation of a Syriac musical manu- 
script of the Coislin family, Paris, Syr. 134 (fol. 44v). This manuscript has been 
chosen to compensate for the lack of any Greek archaic Coislin source for this 
sticheron. The neumation of the sources is only indicated for the ending of lines 
immediately before a parakletike and the beginning of lines actually having a 
parakletike (or, in one case, a 'meson-sign', see below). The square boxes with dots 
represent 'blank' syllables in the Syriac manuscript. 

In order to clarify the musical/textual structure of the piece, I have arranged 
the piece according to sections beginning with lines 1, 3, 6, 9 and 11. This 
means that, according to my judgement, the sticheron consists of 3 main sections 
(lines 1-2, 3-5 and 6-8), a shorter connecting section (lines 9-10) and a refrain 
(lines 11-12). Of these, the second and third main sections (beginning with lines 
3 and 6) are furnished with parakletike in the Coislin sources, including the old- 
fashioned Syrian MS. In both occurrences the beginning of the new section is 
expressed in the melody by an upward leap of a fourth or a fifth after the 
typical deuteros cadence from a to E, arriving at a typical initial pitch of the 
mode (or a parallel mode), in this case the b of deuteros and the a of nenano re- 
spectively. We could have expected a parakletike at the beginning of line 9 
(ὅθεν), but here the E cadence of line 8 is furnished with a connecting element, 
a kratema, most certainly indicating a fourth up to a. Thus no intersectional leap 
is recorded here, as the adaption to a higher tetrachord has already been 
performed before the intersection of lines. Nor is the third leap before the 
refrain (line 11) furnished with a parakletike. 

To obtain an impression as to whether these observations are valid for the 
material as a whole, Table 1 notes the 7 cases of intersectional E-b leaps in coin- 
cidence with parakletike in the November stichera. Although this figure is not 


* Although this type of notation includes many ‘blank’ syllables, it should rather be labelled 
‘reduced’ than ‘archaic’ Coislin Notation, cf. the analyzed thematismos in line 3. 


85 


Ex. 1 


November no. 32 (November 8, St. Michael and the angels) 17x. nA. P 


(1) Zvyxapnre * nuv (2) απασαι * 


GG FEFD GGa bGaba 

$1219 PO 
V136 2» — 
Syr. 

αι τῶν αγγελῶν ταξι-αρχιαι * 

a a a aG EF GaGFEE 
51219 MP 2» --οᾱ 
v136 “....5» IS» 
Syr. Ad E ER 


(3) ο πρωτοστατης γαρ Όμων * 
b b 5 G ab b b cdbcacbaG 


$1219 ener E 
V136 eh — 
Syr. E cdi 
(4) και Ίμετερος προστατης” (5) ο 
G a bcba ba Ga a c 


S1219 Z "re x 
V136 | 2€ Drs 
St. α΄ BB 


μεγας αρχιστρατηγος * 
G 


EF G bG aG FEE 


κ my 
(6) την σηµερον ημεραν (7) εν tO σεπτω αὐτου * 


a aEFabc GG EF D G Gab 


τεμενει (8) παραδοξως * εποπτανοµενος 
Οσο aG EFG 


b bc b a ba GG 


(9) odev κατα xpeog * (10) avvuvovvteg αυτον 


bca abc GEFD GGa b a 


(11) ckenacov n- μας” 
be b a baaG GabaGaa G a bcd 


(12) µεγιστε μιχαηλ. αρχαγγελε:- 
b Gabe GEFG bGaGFEE 


EV τη σκεπη 


G abdcb 


αγι-αζει * 
aGFEa 


Bonoouev * 
EFa cabaGG 


των πτερυγῶν σου * 
G EFE D 


Letter transcription after Sinai 1218, fol. 41v. This early round notation MS very often reflects the majority of the Coislin 
tradition. In few places, where the Coislin sources seem to have a different melody, I have given a tentative transcription in italics 
based on 1218, but slightly deviating from it. Punctuation dots (marked with asterisks) are taken from 1218. 
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very high, it encompasses nearly every, such jump encountered in the deu- 
teros/plagios deuteros stichera of November. Table 2 shows the 20 occurrences of 
the E-a leap. In the deuteros modes this transition, which in the Round Notation 
is generally furnished with a nenano medial signature (MeSi), is very frequent 
in the longer stichera at the junction of main sections. On the other hand, shorter 
stichera, i.e. stichera consisting only of one or two main section(s) and a refrain, 
tend not to make use of the parakletike. But before we are able to formulate these 
observations more precisely, we will have to look at the remaining occurrences 
of parakletikai in the deuteros modes, all of which I have listed in Table 3. We 
find quite a number of instances restricted to the pitches E, G, a, b and d. The 
use of parakletike seems to be reserved for the pitches where we recurrently find 
medial signatures of the deuteros modes in the Round Notation sources, the only 
exception being the d, which may represent a fifth-transposition of the high 
opening of plagios deuteros or the low opening of the deuteros on G. It transpires 
that the sources employ the parakletike where the melody leaps upwards at line 
intersections, also very rarely where a line begins on the same pitch as the 
preceding one. Most stable is the use of the parakletikai at the following inter- 
sectional leaps, typical of the deuteros modes: E-b, E-a and G-b (see Table 3). 
When the melody leaps otherwise, moves stepwise or repeats the preceding 
pitch, the sources are less homogenous in their use of the parakletike. 

Regarding the neumation of the syllable that carries the parakletike in the 
deuteros modes, the E-a preferably has a conjuncture of parakletike, oligon and 
kentema, where the other cases, including the E-b situation, display greater vari- 
ation. Finally, it should be noted that the MS P789, the most developed of these 
three sources, makes more extensive use of the ison than the others and also 
appears to be slightly more consequent in using conjunctions as parakle- 
tike/oligon and parakletike / oligon /kentema on distinct pitches. 

With Example 2, Σήμερον 6 θεογωρήτος ναός (November No. 67), we 
move to a melody of the fourth authentic mode. The sources for this example 
are Sinai 1219 (fol. 30r), Vienna 136 (fol. 55v) and Moscow, Museum of History, 
formerly Library of the Synodal Press, MS 152 (fol. 32r), which will also be 
discussed below concerning the old Slavonic paraklit" signs. Again, the sticheron 
divides into three main sections and a refrain, lines 1-3, 4-6, 7-8 and 9-11. In line 
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EX. 6 


November no. 67 (November 21, Mary, Presentation) Tx. δ᾽ 


$1219 
V136 


(1) Σημερον ο Beox@pntos 


> ΒΖ} 
> SPU UM 
ναος (2) η Veotokoç 


dbecG G Gbed cb cd d c fedd 
CN Y Y 

T152 AlbHbCb OOrOBbMbCTHM@IA Ubpkh ΒΟΓΌΡΟΑ ΚΗΡΊΑ 
$1219 -- — α΄ 
V136 a ο 

εν ναῶ κυριου προσαγεται 

d de e ed c dccb c 

4 c- c ρα 
T152 Bb UBPKbBb TOCIHOABHD  IIpHBOAHTbCA 

(3) και ζαχαριας ταύτην Όποδε-χεται 

c cded d bca bcdce dG Gd 

$1219 nr AU EX ue 


(4) σηµερον τα των 
dc bcd d d c 


T152 AbHbCh CBATAra CBATHXb 


$1219 ee e 
V136 | e c 
(5 και o χορος των 
d d de d 
eL nu 
T152 H IHK» 


ayiov ayla αγαλλονται 
dfgg ecd edf d d 


NO 1 
BeceJIHTbCA 


αγγελων (6) μυστικῶς πανηγυριζει 
cb ad d d dd ebabG 
ΒΗΓΠΡΟΚΜΗ T8HHO ΤΡΩΕΧΡΟΤΒΟΥΕΘΤΕ 


Sinai 1219 fol.30r, Vienna theol. gr. 136 fol. 55v, Moscow - Synod. Typogr. 152 fol. 32r. 
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S1219 Ζ΄ O y77 
V136 αμ» Pd 


(7 μεὺ᾽ œv 
ccb cdfed 
^ Ὁ," 
T152 Cb HHMH Xe 
$1219 ud. Rn 
V136 Be LS 


και nuets εορταζοντες σηµερον 


g ga efdf ef 


d f dd 


4 e -. bm LN, 


2 


σου 
b 


LH i 
''o6010 


T152 H MH ΠΡΒΖΛΡΗΟΥΊΟΙΙΘ AbHBCb 
$1219 
V136 YN UUH 
— NA n M 
(8) συν τω γαβριηλ εκβοησωμεν 
ef g f fgfd eed fd ἆ 
eN UM 
T152 ch TaBPHIOMb ΒΈΖῬΠΗΗΜῬ 
$1210 u -- —x 7 — FRE ER 
V136 u’ > 
— C ECN 2x INA 2 eu 
(9) χαιρε κεχαριτωµενη (10)0 κύριος μετα 
e e e e efedee a bcecdc b b 
Ea En ENI Aw em 
T152  paaoyuca o6paaonanara TOCIOAb Ch 
(11)o εχων το µεγα ελεος:- 
d dee a bc d cedd 
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7 the parakletike on g in the Coislin source seems to mark off the movement 
into the highest tetrachord immediately after the thematismos. This figure has the 
function of linking the two main sections as a kind of a 'pivot'. 

A second parakletike is observed in both Greek sources at the beginning of the 
refrain. The repeated e's here seem to express a clear modal contrast to the 
melody of the preceding sections. Here Sinai 1219 has the parakletike on the 
second syllable of the line, a feature that is also found on a limited scale in the 
Coislin Notation, especially in the older sources. These parakletikai on the sec- 
ond, third or one of the following syllables seem to be attached to the same 
pitches as the ones in the initial positions.” Very seldom are two parakletikai 
seen in immediate succession or with one syllable in between. 

In Table 4 are listed the occurrences of parakletikai in the fourth mode. Most 
recurrent in the three Coislin sources is the use of parakletike on e after a 
cadence on d at key points in the structure of the sticheron, exactly as in Ex- 
ample 2, line 9. Only one parallel to the parakletike in line 7 is found in the 
November stichera, but the question of the nature of this high beginning as a 
transposition or modulation must be reserved for a later occasion. Nevertheless, 
two of the recurrent positions of intersectional parakletike observed until now 
might have an implication of modulation, the ones found in the nenano posi- 
tions (E-a) of the deuteros and the parakletikai on e in tetartos. On the other hand, 
the parakletikai on G and b in the deuteros modes, on d in tetartos and the pre- 
vailing use of parakletike on a in the protos modes (see Table 5) point to a pri- 
mary function of the intersectional parakletikai as a means of structuralization. 
In a musical context where the notation is supposed to have been used pri- 
marily as a guideline for facilitation or normalization of the application of for- 
mulas or motives already known by the singer, this interpretation of the 
parakletike makes sense. 

Among the remaining modes, (see Table 5) the plagios tetartos is both the most 
interesting and the most confusing. All pitches from G to d are capable of 
taking a parakletike, but the three Coislin sources seem to favour the leap D-G, 


MED cr E ARR E 


10 See Vienna 136 fol. 6r καὶ ἡ eva αγαλλιάσθω and 18v µόνον δημιουργόν, etc. 
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a typical 'low beginning' of the mode, the leap G-b, that might be interpreted 
as a modulation into deuteros, and finally the movement G-c, which seems to 
implicate the high beginning of plagios tetartos, often named nana or mesos 
tetartos. The use of parakletikai at G-d intersections is consequently avoided by 
the developed St Petersburg manuscript, it is present in the 'Carbone' Menaion 
and frequent in MS Vienna 136. It is obvious to me that a shift into the 
authentic parallel mode is expressed in these situations. Both c and d openings 
are found at the beginning of sections, but, apparently, different scribes or sing- 
ers had different nuances in their concept of using the parakletike, or the differ- 
ence observed corresponds to the general development of the Coislin Notation 
that took place between the stage of Vienna 136 and that of St Petersburg 789." 

In plagios tetartos is also found one exceptional instance of a parakletike in a 
lower position than the preceding cadence, describing the intersectional leap c- 
G, expressed by a unique conjuncture of parakletike and apostrophos in the St 
Petersburg manuscript." The material in tritos and barys modes are too limited 
to be conclusive regarding the róle of the parakletike. Finally, the hypothesis of 
intersectional parakletikai at major upward leaps characteristic of the mode in 
question finds indirect support in the fact that the stichera without parakletikai 
are generally short and display 'smooth' transitions between lines and sections, 
i.e. no major intersectional leaps. 


The meson-sign as equivalent of the parakletike 

In his Universale Neumenkunde C. Floros tried to make a case for the meson-sign 
(normally abbreviated μέ) in the Chartres Notation as a signature for echos 
mesos, a hypothesis that could only be partly confirmed by the sources, namely 
in the cases where the meson-signs are placed on the third step of a given 


" The importance of studying means of structuralization despite differences and “private 
concepts of the manuscripts was pointed out by J. Raasted: ‘Some Observations on the Structure 
of the Stichera in Byzantine Rite', Byzantion, 28 (1958), pp. 529-41. 


2 A conspectus of the conjunctures with parakletike in V136 can be deduced from MMB, X 
(see note 7), Pars suppletoria, 'Neumenbestand', pp. 21-27. In this manuscript, however, the 


apostrophos + parakletike is not found. 
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scale.? Now, it seems that Floros' Kasuistik of the meson-sign fits extremely well 
with my observations on the intersectional use of the parakletike in the Coislin 
and Chartres sources, just as it is obvious from several juxtapositions of these 
two branches of Palaeobyzantine notations that meson and parakletike often 
coincide (cf. Example 1, 1. 3). I therefore included the meson signs in this study 
and found that, although the frequency of the meson-signs is generally lower, 
they appear in exactly the same positions as the parakletikai of the Coislin 
sources. In Table 6 are listed the cases where the meson-signs of MS Sinai 1219 
coincide with parakletikai in the selected Coislin sources of the November Stich- 
erarion. Here we see, albeit on a small scale, a replica of the use of parakletikai 
in the protos and deuteros modes. Regarding the tetartos modes, the material is 
too weak, but typical positions such as meson / parakletike on e in tetartos and on 
G in plagios tetartos can be demonstrated in a wider context. Also, in the rela- 
tively few cases where no parakletike corresponding to the meson-sign is found, 
(see Table 7) we observe clear similarities to the situations in which the para- 
kletike is actually used (cf. Tables 1-3). 

If we take a closer look at the Cliartres sources, it becomes evident that there 
is a certain fluctuation between the use of meson-sign and parakletike. As a 
demonstration of this, let us take a closer look at the sticheron 
Περιφρονήσασα ψυχή µου. In MS Laura Γ 67 (fol. 13v), this piece incor- 
porates three meson-signs, each of which is matched by a parakletike in the 
Coislin counterpart as for example in MS Vienna 136 (fol. 197v). Five folios 
earlier in the Laura manuscript, the same scribe has written another sticheron, 
᾿Αποσφαλέντες ἐκ παραβάσεως (fol. 8r), this time using four parakletikai 
in his notation. These are also matched by parakletikai in MS Vienna 136 (fol. 
193v) and this vacillation can be traced through most of the Chartres manu- 
script, which even uses both meson-sign and parakletike within one single 


? Floros, Neumenkunde, 1, pp. 183-185. 


“ See ibid., p. 185. 
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sticheron.? Table 8 gives the frequency of parakletikai and meson-signs in three 
different developed Chartres sources, Sinai 1219, Laura T 67 and the Oktoechos 
part of Athos, Vatopediu 1488." I give the figures of the Sticherarion of the 
months and of the Oktoechos separately. The reason why the figures of the Ok- 
toechos are lower is, I think, that the stichera of this part are generally shorter 
and have a less complicated structure. This may explain why they do not in- 
corporate as many typical intersectional leaps as the stichera for the Menaia. 
Furthermore, the same tendency can be observed in the Coislin Sticheraria. 

The parakletike belongs with certainty to the oldest layer of the Chartres 
Notation, whereas the meson-sign is found as its equivalent first from the 
second stage (according to Floros' classification).” Furthermore, the observation 
that the change between meson-signs and parakletikai in the sources appears to 
be arbitrary and that the balance between the two signs varies from manuscript 
to manuscript may contribute to the study of the origin and development of the 
Chartres Notation. 


The parakletikai at the beginning of stichera 

A parakletike very frequently is placed on the first syllable of a sticheron. As is 
obvious from Table 9, the initial parakletike coincides in most cases with the 
‘high’ openings of the various modes, i.e. when the main signature (MSI) is fur- 
nished with a 'high' differentiation in the developed Palaeobyzantine sources. 
These openings coincide almost exactly with the 'high' position beginnings of 


5 See Τοῖς ἀῃστρικοῖς λογισμοῖς, MS Laura T 67 fol. 7v or ᾿Αξίως τοῦ ὀνόματος, 
MS Sinai 1219 fol. 109v. 


18 Facsimile and introduction by E. Follieri and O. Strunk, MMB, IX (Copenhagen, 1975). 


“ Only one instance of a meson-sign is found in MS Laura B 32 (Chartres I), namely on fol. 
155, line 12. This single occurrence, however, corresponds to a parakletike in the only available 
Coislin source for this akoiouthia, Saba 83, fol. 108, 1. 10. Several such cases can be found in the 
manuscripts of Chartres II and more developed stages. A number of stichera in MS Laura T 67 
written in 'archaic or mix-notations' (see Floros, Neumenkunde, I, pp. 332 - 340) do not employ 
the meson-sign, whereas the parakletike is frequent. All these data are a strong indication that the 
supposedly common, but now lost proto-notation included the parakletike. 
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the diastematic sources, as seen for example in MS Ambrosianus A 139 Sup.'? 
or in Tillyard's edition. About one half of the hymns in the November Stich- 
erarion (41 in number) have 'high' openings, according to the Round Notation 
sources. Of these openings, 28 are furnished with a parakletike (62 %) in the 
Coislin sources, whereas only two (5 %) combine a parakletike with a low 
opening, namely Hymns 9 and 12. Few melodies exist with a low beginning in 
one manuscript and a high one in another and this may be the reason for the 
few discrepancies regarding the general tendency of parakletikai to be used on 
'high' openings. It is worth noticing that one of these exceptions is found on E 
(Hymn 12), a pitch also used occasionally with parakletikai between lines and 
sections in stichera of the second plagal mode, cf. Table 3. 

It appears from one single occurrence in MS Vatopediu 1488 fol. 167r that the 
Charires meson-sign could also be used on the first syllable of a chant. This 
seems, however, to have been extremely rare. 


The parakletikai and medial signatures 

Medial signatures are not as frequent in the Palaeobyzantine sources as in the 
Round Notation manuscripts. It has been demonstrated by J. Raasted that the 
medial signatures of the Palaeobyzantine Sticheraria are primarily used as signs 
of modulation, whereas the medial signatures in Round Notation imply means 
of structuralization as well." In some of the earliest Round Notation sources, 
e.g. Sinai 1218, we find a very high frequency of medial signatures, but in a 
group of Sticheraria dating from the thirteenth-fourteenth centuries there is 
again a smaller number of medial signatures. If we compare the positions of 
these few medial signatures with the positions of the parakletikai in the Palaeo- 
byzantine manuscripts we observe a high rate of coincidence. Let us return to 
Example 1 once more. The late Sticherarion Sinai 1223 (fol. 51v) renders this 
piece with four medial signatures, line 3 has MeSi ß on G, line 4 MeSi B on G, 


18 Facsimile and introduction by L. Perria and J. Raasted, MMB, XI (Copenhagen, 1992). 


P J. Raasted: Modal Signatures and Intonations ín Byzantine Musical Manuscripts, MMB Subsidia, 
VII (Copenhagen, 1966), p. 92. 
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line 6 MeSi vevavo on a and before line 11 MeSi B on G. Here we must 
remember that the frequency of parakletikai in the Coislin sources (cf. Table 8) 
is considerably lower than the frequency of medial signatures in the Middle 
Byzantine Sticheraria, the latter ranging from an average of three per sticheron 
to more than ten. The very high rate of coincidence between the Sticheraria with 
few medial signatures and the parakletikai/meson-signs of the Palaeobyzantine 
manuscripts suggests to me that the róle performed in the old manuscripts by 
parakletikai (primarily in connection with structuralization) and medial- 
signatures (primarily in connection with modulation) were combined in the 
exclusive use of medial signatures in the Round Notation manuscripts. 


The paraklit" in Palaeoslavic Notation compared to the Palaeobyzantine parakletike 
Example 2 shows the line connections involving paraklit" signs. Judging from 
the neumation, the melody of the Russian sticheron is related to the Palaeo- 
byzantine version, but, although the Palaeoslavic manuscripts usually have a 
very high frequency of paraklit" signs (see Table 8), their positions only partly 
match the Byzantine sources. In the tetartos mode the parakletike is rarely found 
at line transitions d-d (cf. Table 4), but, presupposing that such details of the 
Russian melody can be deduced from our tentative transcription of the 
Byzantine Coislin sources, we observe that the paraklit" is used twice in this 
position within this single sticheron. Nevertheless, the paraklit" generally seems 
to follow the principles of the Byzantine parakletike. The discrepancies and the 
proliferation of paraklit" signs in the Russian manuscripts, then, may be due to 
smaller melodic variants and special preferences, as for example 'high' open- 
ings. 


The paraklitike of Ekphonetic Notation 

In the list of Ekphonetic signs in MS Sinai 8 (fol. 303r, see Fig. 1) the Palaeo- 
byzantine parakletike (paraklitike) appears twice; first as an additional sign over 
the syrmatike, secondly, written slightly larger as the graphic of the neume 
actually called paraklitike. The exact meaning of this list is still disputable, yet 
the significance of the Ekphonetic paraklitike might be seen in connection with 
the use of parakletikai in the other Palaeobyzantine notations as pointing to an 
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important textual incision and a 'high pitch' beginning. Among the stock of 
Ekphonetic signs, both syrmatike and paraklitike appear to be used to mark cola 
with relatively strong emphasis, so Sysse Engberg kindly informed me.” 


The parakletike and the enarxis in Middle and Late Byzantine notations 
The Middle and Late Byzantine parakletike is, in contrast to the older tradition, 
found most frequently in medial positions. The parakletike is here used as a so- 
called 'great sign', very often in connection with the upward movement of a 
third, expressed by oxeia + dyo kentemata, followed by a downward leap ex- 
pressed by elaphron, hyporroe or two successive apostrophoi. By means of etym- 
ology, the musical treatises explain that the parakletike produces an effect of 
‘humble appeal? comparable to that of the parakalesma. Disregarding the fact 
that exactly these two signs are juxtaposed in the old Laura list (see above), I 
see no obvious connection between the use of the Palaeobyzantine parakletike 
and that of the Middle and Late Byzantine notations. There is, however, a 
vague possibility that the use of the Middle Byzantine parakletike is related to 
the few cases of medial parakletikai in the older manuscripts, marking a charac- 
teristic 'high' pitch in a triadic modal structure, e.g. b in the deuteros modes and 
high f in tetartos. In the kalophonic Sticheraria, however, the parakletike is as a 
rule used at the beginning of pieces and sections, immediately after a signature. 
It is placed on the characteristic opening pitches of the modes, e.g. b in deuteros 
and d in fetartos and it is invariably preceded by a note on the step below.? 
This method of intonation is recurrent in the later tradition of Byzantine chant. 
Much clearer is the connection between the intersectional Palaeobyzantine 
parakletike and the enarxis of the Middle and Late Byzantine notations. In the 


? Cf. Sysse Engberg, 'Ekphonetic Notation’, in this volume. 
2 Cf. Gabriel Hieromonachos, lines 308-314. 


2 See G. Th. Stathis, Οἱ ἁναγραμματισμοῖ καὶ τὰ μαθήματα τῆς βυζαντινῆς 
μελοποιίας (Athens, 1979), pp. 151-152. Stathis writes on the different 'exegeseis' of the 
parakletike in these situations and gives further references on its use in the later Byzantine 
tradition. 
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fourteenth-century Sticherarion MS Ambrosianus gr. 139 Sup., we find here and 
there red enarxeis on the first syllable of text lines. Even if the frequency of 
enarxeis is very low, we can deduce the system of their employment in this 
manuscript. The largest number of enarxeis is found in the tetartos mode on e 
after cadences on d, a situation which is closely comparable to the Palaeo- 
byzantine system (cf. Table 4). In most of these cases the enarxis stands alone, 
but very rarely it is accompanied by a medial signature.? Otherwise enarxeis are 
found only in plagios tetartos on d after cadences on c and in the deuteros modes 
on a after cadences on G and, finally, on E after conclusions on D. Generally, 
I consider these ways of using the enarxis to have clear bearings on the Palaeo- 
byzantine parakletike, the most obvious difference being that the enarxis in this 
particular manuscript seems to be restricted to one step upwards in certain 
modes. In the treatise by Gabriel Hieromonachos we read the following: 'H δὲ 
ἔναρξις τίθεται ὁπόταν μετὰ συμπλήρωσιν μέλους καὶ ἤχου 
τίθεμεν ἔμπροσθεν φωνὴν ἄλλην καὶ ποιοῦμεν ὥσπερ ἄλλην ἀρχήν, 
διὰ τοῦτο ἔναρξις.7' ("The enarxis is placed when, after the conclusion of 
phrase and echos, we place another step, just as if we begin afresh. This is the 
reason why it is called 'the starter"). 

It is difficult to judge with certainty whether the enarxis has implications of 
structuralization alone, or whether it addresses both aspects of structuralization 
and modulation. Its use in a restricted number of situations and modes may 
point towards the enarxis as a sign of modulation. Still, much remains to be 
learned about both enarxis and parakletike in Middle and Late Byzantine musical 
sources. 


Conclusion 
From this study of one single Palaeobyzantine neume. at least three important 
observations can be made. It should, of course, be noted that these findings can 


? Enarxeis on e in fourth mode stichera of MS Ambr. gr. 139 sup. are found with tetartos 
medial signatures on fols. 14v and 73v, and with a protos signature on fol. 136r. 


3 Gabriel Hieromonachos, lines 358-360. 
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only claim validity for this thoroughly examined material, i.e. the standard 
Sticherarion of November, and that they rest on the method of "Rückschlüsse 
mit Hilfe von Paralleltransskriptionen". Nevertheless, I have confidence that 
most of them can also be verified in heirmological material, even if parakletikai 
in the heirmoi appear to have a low frequency, due to the brief musical form, a 
feature shared by the anastasima and anatolika of the Oktoechos in the 
Sticherarion. 

A. In the course of stichera the parakletikai are primarily used in connection 
with secondary line beginnings on a high pitch characteristic of the mode in 
question. This 'intersectional' use of the parakletike marks important incisions in 
the musical and textual structure, sometimes only in the musical, in which case 
we must accept a kind of overlap between music and text. The parakletikai at 
'high beginnings' occur in pitches which mark the standard openings of the 
modes, e.g. a in protos or b in deuteros etc., but alternative pitches, as a in the 
deuteros modes and e in tetartos, are also frequent or even predominant. This 
last category of openings may involve features of modulation into nenano mode 
and mesos tetartos respectively, but as we find one and the same neume used in 
these two apparently distinct situations, we must assume that the concept of 
structure and modality in Byzantine chant combined in a way not immediately 
compatible with modern Western musical terminology. The term echos seems 
to be the key word in the understanding of this problem, as the choice among 
the different opening motives of secondary musical sections in a sticheron 
appears to be inherent in the various melodic properties of the modes. Thus, the 
aspect of musical structuralization seems to have been more important than that 
of modulation. Some modes, evidently, offer alternative possibilities for 
secondary openings, others do not. Consequently, - inspired by the citation of 
Gabriel Hieromonachos (see above) - we could, in short, describe the signifi- 
cance of the parakletike as follows: "Attention, here the 'echos' should start again." 
B. The parakletike at the beginning of stichera is found predominantly in 
connection with 'high' openings of the various modes. Furthermore, the initial 
parakletike, now typically furnished with an ison, must have become redundant 
when the differentiation of the main signatures was introduced at Coislin stages 
V and VI according to Floros' classification. The Coislin source 5t Petersburg 
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789 (Coislin VI) seems to have fewer parakletikai in this position than the earlier 
sources and it completely avoids the parakletike on d in openings of the tetartos. 
Eventually, the accurate diastemacy of the main signatures in Round Notation 
made the use of initial parakletike superfluous, just as the massive growth and 
qualitative change in the use of medial signatures seem to have outdated the 
intersectional parakletike. 

C. The meson-sign of the Chartres Notation is used as an equivalent of the 
parakletike. Nevertheless, parakletikai are found in the Chartres sources, though 
generally at a very low rate in the later sources. This intricate situation may 
contribute to the study of the evolution of Palaeobyzantine notations, especially 
regarding possible instances of interaction after the establishment of the so- 
called Chartres and Coislin notations on the basis of one common, but now lost 
ancestor. 
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Table 1 Parakletikai on b after cadences on E in deuteros modes (7 cases). 


Position of parakletike 


G aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 

GaGFEE. 

GGFGF E. 
bc GF EE. 


4 


.b abba G ca b 
.b b G ab 

.b ba Gab 
bbaGab 
bbbG 
bbdcbaGa 
bcdcba 


V136 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison kentema 


Table 2 Parakletikai on a after cadences on E in deuteros modes (20 cases). 


Position of parakletike 


GaGFEE. 
aG FE E. 
GaGFEE. 
aG FE E. 
G aG FE E. 
AG FEE. 
aG FE E. 
aGFEE. 
abc GFEE. 
bc GaF E E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FEE. 
aG FE E. 
bc GF E E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aGFEE. 
a GF E E. 
bG aG FE E. 


4 


.aa EF Ga bc 
.aaEF a 
.aa EF a bc 
.aa EF abc G 
aaaa 
3888 
8838 
aaaa 
aaaaFGG 
aaaakGG 
aaabcG 

.a a baaG 

.a a bc G 

.a a bc G 
aa bc Ga 

.a aG EF abc G 
.a aG EF abc G 
.a aG EF abc G 
a bc GG 

a bc GG 


V136 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison kentema 
par-kletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon kentema 


P789 
no parakletike 
MeSi ß + same as V136 


MeSi ß parakletike oligon kentema 


parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 


P789 

no parakletike 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 
same as V136 

no parakletike 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 
same as V136 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 


same as V136 
same as P789 
same as V136 


same as V136? 


A.a.13 


parakletike oligon 


parakletike oligon 


parakletike oligon 

same as V136 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 


same as V136 
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Hymn. line 


3,9 
42,7 
28,6 
56,8 
32,3 
66,8 
14,50 


Hymn line 


47,6 
32,6 
64,5 
74,4 
10,4 
18,4 
46,5 
74,7 
43,6 
6,5 
10,14 
17,5 
19,7 
58,6 
19,11 
17,11 
62,11 
62,3 
43,3 
49,12 


Table 3 Other intersectional parakletikai in the deuteros modes (46 cases). 


Position of parakletike 


aGFEE. 
a bc GF E. 
GaGFEE. 
aG FE E. 
aGFEE. 
aG FE E. 
bGaGFEE. 
aGFEE. 
ca bc ba G. 
GFED. 
EF DE E. 
bc aG FE D. 
EF a ba G G. 
GbGaa. 

a ca b aG G. 
GEFED. 
G E FED. 
Gaba. 
Gaba. 

ca b aG G. 
Gadcb. 

ab G ab b G. 
GFEFGG. 


aaaEF GG. 


MeSi B Gb a Ga a. 
CD G FED. 

a G ab b. 
GGaFGG. 
DG G aG G. 
DEaG. 

ca b aG G. 
ba bc b. 

ba Gab a a. 
babGaa. 


4 


EEF 
EFGa 
.E G FE 
.E GF EF 
GGDG 
GGDG 
GGDG 
.GGFE 
GGa 
GG 
.G GFE 
.G abb 
.G ab 
aaG 
aaa 
aa bc 
aac 
.a aG 
.a aG 
bba 
bbb 
bbb 
bbb 
bb be 
bb bc 
.b bcd 
.b bed 
bbd 
bbd 
.b ba 
.b ba 
.b bc 
.b bc 
.b bc 
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V136 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

no paralkletike 

parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike ison 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
perakletike ison 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kenteme 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentem 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 

no parakletike 

perakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 


P789 

parakletike ison 
no parakletike 
parakletike 1son 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
par-kletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
same as V136 


no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 


parakletike oligon kentema 


same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
s me as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 


parakletike oligon kentema 


no parakletike 


parakletike oligon kentema 


no parakletike 


Δ.α.13΄ 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 


no parakletike 

no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
parakletike oxeia 
parakletike oligon 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon 


no parakletike 
same as V136 
parakletike 
parakletike ison 
same as V136 
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Hymn line 


33,7 
4,9 
64,10 
10,19 
18,6 
41,6 
76,9 
70,19a 
173 
19,1 
70,1 
50,7a 
33,4 
55,14 
18,5 
39,13 
702 
37,1a 
37,1b 
78 
374 
5521 
5,5 
39,6 
177 
70,14 
56,9 
36,4 
70,19b 
422 
7,6 
51,2 
36,5 
56,7 


GGaGG. 
GGabbG. 
abdcb. 
FEDGG b. 
bbdcb. 
GaF GG. 
abdcb. 
baba Ga G. 
dcbb. 
Gabbb. 
cde da b. 
G Ga b. 


.b bc 
bca 
bcb 
b cb 
.b cb 
.b cba 
bdc 
bdc 
bced 
dc ba 
dcbc 
ddc 
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parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 


no parakletike 
no parakletike 
parakletike ison 
same as V136 
parakletike ison 
no p rakletike 
no parakletike 
no »arakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
parakletike ison diple 
no parakletike 


parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike 

same as V136 


no parakletike 
parakletike oligon kentema 
same as V136 
parakletike oligon kentema 
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MON 
Ὄ Ὁ Ὁ Ὁ 


QN 
PP ο t9 "E, vum 


49,7 
28,9 
53,6 
17,6 
51,7 
15,10 
74,16 
64,13 
56,12 
50,7b 
37,5 
27,4 


Table 4 Intersectional parakletikai in tetartos mode (20 cases). 


Position of parakletike 


c ed G G. 

c dedd. 
cbacd G G. 
cbdedd. 
b cd d. 
edebe. 

G bc dc b cd d. 
aefed. 
cdfed. 
cdfe d. 

e d fe d. 
gefed. 
gefed. 

b bc ab b. 
b b ab b. 

d f ed d. 
cfefed. 
dedccc. 
ccb cdfed. 
d d ba G G. 


4 


aba 

dcd 
ddcd 
ddc 
defe 
.e dc 

eca 

ee bc 
.eede 
eeea 
.ecea 
eee 

eee 

eeed 
eeed 
eeee 
.e e efe 
.e fd ef 
gga 
ggde 
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V136 

no parakletike 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
perakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon | 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon | 
parakletike oligon kentema 


P789 


parakletike oligon 
MeSi πλ « parakletike oxeia 


no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 


parakletike oligon 


same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 


Δ.α.13 

no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
parakletike 
same as V136 


same as V136 


same as V136 


parakletike oligon hypsele 
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E 
© 
2a 
[1] 


δώ ὃ 


Ηνπια μπε 
29,10 
29,15 
85,5 
85,12 
45,5 
8,2 
57,6 
29,7 
85,6 
16,2 
16,5 
60,3 
73,10 
45,8 
60,8 
67,9 
85,13 
29,12 
67,7 
30,4 


Table 5 Intersectional parakletikai in protos, tritos and plagios tetartos modes. 


Position of parakletike 


Protos 
a EF DD. 
a FED D. 
a EF DD. 
a EF DD. 
DEFGaa. 
CDEFGC. 
G a FE D D. 
aaaGaGFF. 


Plagios protos 
DFEDD. 
GDFED. 
aGaGG. 

GD FE D D. 


Tritos 
cG a GF F. 
cGa GFF. 
ab cG a GF F. 
Gabcdbcba. 
d ebc ba a. 
addbcba 


Barys 
FDED C. 
dc becb a. 


Plagios tetartos 
Ga G FE D D. 
G G a EF D. 

G a FE D. 
FGaEF D. 

d c db c. 
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V136 


parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 
parakletike kentema oligon 


parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 

parakletike oligon kentema 


parakletike oligon 

parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 


parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 


parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
no parakletike 


P789 


no parakletike 

no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
parakletike (red) 
no parakletike 


no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
no parakletike 


same as V136 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 


same as V136 
no parakletike 


no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 
same as V136 
same as V136 


parakletike apostrophos 


same as V136 


same as V136 


same as V136 


same as V136 
parakletike oligon 


no parakletike 
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É 
CETTE g 


Eurus 
TCECESE 


WwW WW Ὁ WwW 


3pl 
3pl 


4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 


Hvmn,line 


2,13 
1,10 
2,5 
65,12 
83,14 
40,9 
13,5 
83,10 


69.17 
69,12 
31,7 
69,3 


52,6 
84,12 
84,7 
842 
84,11 
84,6 


23,1 
23,3 


86,15 
86,2 
72,5 
63,10 
59,5 


ed c ba G. 

a FE Da. 

bc a ba G. 
EF Ga a a. 
a GF EF Ga a. 
cbacGaaa. 
Gacba. 

cb cb aG G. 
c baG G. 
ced ba G. 
dc bccb G. 
bc d G. 

aFa Gab. 

cb aG C. 

G Gacba. 

a bc Ga a G. 
bc a ba G. 

a Gacba. 

EF GaG. 
bcaG GG. 
EF Ga G G. 
dcbabca. 
dbc a G. 


aa EF 
aaG 
.a a aF 
aa bc 
.aba G 
.abba G 
.ba EF 
bbca 
.b bc 
.b bc 
bcab 
bc ba G 
.bca 

.c becb 
ος 

.c c cd 
.c c de 
c cd c 
ddG 
dda 
dda 
.d d db 
.d dcbc 
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parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 

no parakletike 

perakletike ison 
parakletike xeron klasma 
parakletike xeron klasma 
parakletike oligon kentema 
MeSi ß parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike 1son 
parekletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
perakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike oligon kentema 
perakletike oligon kentema 


same as V136 
no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 
same as V136 


parakletike xeron klasma ison 
parakletike xeron klasma ison 


same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
parakletike oligon 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 


same as V136 


parakletike oligon 


parakletike oligon 


same as V136 


parakletike 


same as V136 


parakletike kentema 
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4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
Apl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 
4pl 


59,3 
712 
48,10 
12,15 
71,12 
72,19 
48,5 
59,8 
12,4 
59,10 
714 
12,6 
34,4 
12,13 
34,8 
86,13 
59,6 
78,16 
86,3 
78,13a 
78,3 
63,4 
34,7 


Table 6 Meson-signs in Sinai 1219 corresponding to parakletikai in Coislin-sources (21 cases). 


Position of pégov-sign 


a EF DD. 
a EF DD. 
G a FE D D. 
D FE D D. 
aG F E E. 
aGFEE. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
GFEFGG. 
GGFGF E. 
bc GFEE. 
G Ga b. 
GaGFEE. 
G aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 
aG FE E. 


GaGFEE. 
d d ba G G. 


Tabel 7 Meson-signs in Sinai 1219 not corresponding to any parakletike in Coislin sources (6 cases). 


J 


aaaaDaa 
.a a a aG EF 
abc GaG 
.G EFFE F Ga 
aaaa 
aaaa 
bbGabb 
bbaGab 
bbaGab 
bbb bcb ad 
bbdcbaG 
bcdcba 
ddcb 
aa EF a bc 
aaaa 
aaaa 
aaabcG 
.a a baaG 
.a a bc G 
bbbG 


ggde 


Position of uécov-sign 


dFEE. 


dcbb. 
acbaG. 
abaG. 


EFED. 
EFED. 


„a a abc G 
bcedcbb 
Gabcba 
Gbedcba 
GcabaG 
aababG 


S1219 
meson 
meson 
MeSi ô meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
MeSi 6 meson 
meson 
MeSi 6 meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 


S1219 
meson 


meson ison dyo kentemata 


meson 
meson 
meson 
meson 
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Mode Hymn, line 


P789 A.a.13 
yes - 1 2,5 
no - 1 65,12 
yes yes 1 13,5 
no - lpl 69,17 
no yes 2 184 
yes - 2 74,7 
yes - 2 42,7 
yes yes 2 28,6 
yes yes 2 56,8 
yes - 2 55 
no - 2 66,8 
no yes? 2 14, 
no yes 2 274 
yes - 2pl 64,5 
yes - 2pl 10,4 
yes - 2pl 46,5 
no - 2pl 10,14 
no yes 2pl 175 
yes no 2pl 58,6 
yes yes 2pl 32,3 
no yes 4 304 
Mode Hymn, line, 
P789 Δ.α.13 
no 3 2 764 
no no 2 56,2 
no no 2pl 32,4 
no - 2pl 78,13b 
no - 2pl 62,9 
no - 2pl 70,12 
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Table 8 Frequency of parakletikai / meson-signs in the MSS. 


Source 


Chartres sources 


Sinai 1219 
Sinai 1219 


Laura I 67 
Laura Τ 67 


Laura Γ 67 
Laura T 67 


Vatopedi 1488 
Vatopedi 1488 


Coislin sources 


Vienna Theol. gr. 136 
St Petersburg 789 


Vienna Theol. gr. 136 
St Petersburg 789 


Signs per sticheron 


0.4 (meson-signs, based on 65 november stichera with parallels in the standard rep.) 
0.1 (parakletikai, based on 65 november stichera with parallels in the standard rep.) 


0.5 (parakletikai, based on fols. 1 - 20, Menaia) 
0.2 (meson-signs, based on fols. 1 - 20, Menaia) 


0.1 (parakletikai(based on fols. 107 - 127, Oktoechos) 
0.1 (meson-signsXbased on fols. 107 - 127, Oktoechos) 


0.1 (meson-signsXbased on fols. 178 - 198, Oktoechos) 
0.01 (only 1 parakletike on folS. 178 - 198, Oktoechos) 


1.7 (parakletikai, based on 86 november stichera) 
1.2 (parakletikai, based on 85 november stichera) 


0.8 (parakletikai, based on fols. 254 - 264v, Oktoechos) 
0.4 (parakletikai, based on fols. 241 - 253, Oktoechos) 


Palaeoslavic sources 


Synod. Typograf. 152 
Synod. Typograf. 145 


2.9 (paraklit"-signs, based on fols. 1 - 14, Menaia) 
2.0 (paraklit"-signs, based on fols. 1 - 14, Menaia) 
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Table 9 Parakletikai at the beginning of stichera. 


Position of parakletike 


MSi a. 
MSı a. 
MSi a. 
MSi a. 
MSi a. 
MSi a. 
MSi a. 
MSi D. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi b. 
MSi E. 
MSi G. 
MSi a. 
MSi a. 
MSi d. 
MSi d. 
MSi d. 
MSi G. 
MSi G. 
MSi c. 


11 


aa Da 
aaG 
aaG 
aaG 
aaa 
aaa 
aaa 
.G EFF 
.b a Ga 
bba 
bba 
bba 
bbb 
.b b ba 
.b ba Ga 
.b ba 
.b ba 
bb 
bc be 
EEFG 
Ga DE 
.aaG EF 
.aaG a G 
.d G cb 
dda 
decd 
.G c bc 
.aa EF 
ccaG 
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V136 

parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike 1son 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon kentema 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 

no parakletike 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike ison 
parakletike bareia 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike xeron klasma 
parakletike xeron klasma 
parakletike ison 
paraklatike ison 
paraklatike ison 
parakletike ison 
parakletike oligon 
parakletike oligon 


P789 

same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
parakletike ison 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 
parakletike ison 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 
same as V136 


parakletike xeron klasma ison 
parakletike xeron klasma ison 


no parakletike 
no parakletike 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
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A.a.13 
same as V136 


same as V136 


same as V136 


parakletike oligon 


same as V136 
no parakletike 
same as V136 
same as V136 


parakletike 


same as V136 


same as V136 


3 
c 
[1 


NI NN fO. F2. I2. (2. ὢ (2: (2 Ὁ, un u nun 


Hvmn,line 


25,1 
83,1 
13,1 
82,1 
35,1 
65,1 
24,1 
69,1 
76,1 
14,1 
51,1 
42,1 
7,1 

39,1 
18,1 
3,1 

41,1 
4,1 

56,1 
9,1 

64,1 
46,1 
47,1 
85,1 
29,1 
68,1 
12,1 
71,1 
59,1 


DIE PHTHORAI DER PALÄOBYZANTINISCHEN 
NOTATIONEN 


Gerda Wolfram 


Modulationszeichen, phthorai, gibt es bereits in den ersten Stadien der paläo- 
byzantinischen Notation, sowohl in Chartres I als auch in Coislin I (nach C. 

Floros' Klassifizierung).' Es sind diese Zeichen, die entweder am Beginn eines 

Kolon den Wechsel in einen medialen echos anzeigen oder solche, die innerhalb : 
eines Kolon eine Modulation angeben. Die Aufzeichnungsweise ist jedoch nicht 

stabil und dürfte im Ermessen des Schreibers gelegen sein. Modulationszeichen 

sind vor allem in den Sticheraria zu finden. Die modale Struktur der heirmoi ist 
einfacher als jene der stichera und bedingt deshalb auch eine geringere Zahl an 
phthorai und Medialsignaturen. Folgende Graphien für die phthorai finden sich 

in den verschiedenen Codices: 


Fig. A 
- o 
soa >È Sui LL ET A4 A E 


$4 PAPA 


Es ist aber auch möglich, daß innerhalb eines Kolons die Zeichen MS 
oder & anstelle ciner phthora Verwendung finden. 
Die folgenden Beispiele der Modulation in einen medialen echos, am Beginn 


' Vgl. dazu Floros, Neumenkunde, II, ΤΕ. 13 und 15 = Lavra B 32, 10. Jh. 
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eines Kolons angezeigt, sollen einen repräsentativen Überblick geben.” 


Beispiel 1: Δεῦτε, ἀγαλλιασώμεθα τῷ κυρίῳ καὶ εὐφρανθῶμεν, echos 


barys.’ 
€ ^ ^ ^w Lv 
dcs | ee! «ορ; οφ E E A ae I E 
= ο CA m ^ 
— 2» --- ἃ 


(4 VE d D PRAE αι 
aa hc ha Ga a GFE F G E F a Ga a 


O tL σονη YEL PE νε χρους EX των του a δου αλυ των δεσµμων : 


Beispiel 2: "Ore προσηλώθης τῷ ξύλῳ, echos protos* 


E / 
Oy μι A -==> yy ο 
yh /h Qs 7“ - . 
(8 ) P. ak c? le ttc D wT T 1 
1 a a D a cha aa a GFEF Gaa a 


TOUG VE WPO UOUG * EX TW ταρω WE σησς. 


Beispiel 1 zeigt, daf$ der barys am Beginn in a bereits als Modulation in den 


? Die Beispiele wurden folgenden Sticheraria entnommen: 
- Sticherarium Antiquum Vindobonense, Codex theol. gr. 136 Bibliothecae Nationalis Austriacae 
phototypice depictus, MMB, 10 (Wien, 1987), Sigle V; 
- Triodium Athoum, Codex Monasterii Vatopedii 1488 phototypice depictus, MMB, 9 
(Kopenhagen, 1975), Sigle T; 
- Sticherarium Ambrosianum, Codex Bibliothecae Ambrosianae A 139 sup. phototypice depictus 
(Kopenhagen, 1992), Sigle A. 

Die obere Zeile gibt immer die paläobyzantinische Notation wieder, die untere Zeile die 
mittelbyzantinische. Die in Klammern gesetzten martyriai stellen die Anfangssignatur des 
jeweiligen sticheron in mittelbyzantinischer Notation dar. 


ΣΤ f. 198r, A f. 294v. 


* T f. 180r, A f. 275r. 
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mesos, den echos protos, verstanden wird. Demgegenüber findet im 2. Beispiel 
keine Modulation in einen anderen echos statt. Der mesos in paläobyzantinischer 
Notation könnte hier eher als Darstellung des mittleren Klangraumes des echos 
protos gelten.’ 


Beispiel 3: Διὰ παντὸς εὐλογοῦντες, plagios deuteros* 


€ AN 
τα; WB EIER 


c 
nm — ` v /ε. Rom tot EP 
(zy) ο τος pog eu RAE Nah woe 
EF Gisa a a a Gis F EF Gisa a DE GisF GisaD F E E 


otaupov γαρ u πο WEL VOC Sa να TOU ϑανα τον w λε σεν: 


Dieses Beispiel ist eine Modulation in das nenano, vom plagios deuteros ausge- 
hend. V gibt diese Modulation am Kolonanfang immer nur durch oligon mit 
kentema und eventuell auch parakletike an, fallweise nur durch oligon mit 
parakletike. 


Beispiel 4: Δανιὴ 1 O προφήτης ἀνήρ, echos plagios tetartos." 
DAE d son a iue s Qucm I oo 
2 4) 10 “3 ο -- - 7 wo me πάν 
cc 


d he G h cd ch a ha GG 


νη στε ευεις τον πλησι ον σου un a VE τει : 


* Vgl. Gabriel Hieromonachos, 431: 'O γοῦν πρῶτος, ὡς εἴπομεν, ἔχει τὴν γνωριστικὴν 
αὐτοῦ ἰδέαν ἔχει τὴν τῆς μεσότητος, ἔχει καὶ τὴν τῆς τετραφωνίας, ἔχει καὶ τὸν 
λεγόμενον νάον. 


5 T f. 193v, A f. 289v. 


7T f. 8r, A f. 178r. 
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Die Modulation in das nana, den mesos des plagios tetartos, wird hier angezeigt. 
T gibt dies, ebenso wie V, durch oligon mit kentema und parakletike an. In einigen 
Handschriften, wie z.B. Sinai 1219, steht am Kolonbeginn z 3 

Neben diesen Zeichen für die echoi mesoi am Kolonbeginn finden wir, wie 
bereits erwähnt, phthorai innerhalb der einzelnen kola. Sie sind zum größten Teil 
in Gesángen des 2. echos und seines plagios zu finden, in geringer Zahl auch im 
echos tetartos. Während im echos tetartos durch die phthora immer eine 
Modulation in seinen triphonos G-c, das nana, angezeigt wird, dürften im echos 
deuteros und im plagios deuteros die Verhältnisse vielschichtiger sein. G. 
Amargianakis nimmt für die beiden Tetrachorde des 2. kyrios und des 2. plagios 
folgende Intervallverhältnisse an? 


E F Gis a h c dise 


Bei der Untersuchung der phthorai und der damit verbundenen melodischen 
Formeln des echos deuteros in h, des deuteros in G, des plagios deuteros in E und 
des nenano ergibt sich, dafs der 2. echos einen triphonos, einen tetraphonos, in je 
verschiedenen Klangräumen, und auch einen heptaphonos in sich trägt. So findet 
sich der triphonos D-G, G-c sowohl im 2. kyrios als auch in seinem plagios. Der 
tetraphonos D-a ist dem plagios deuteros, dem nenano und dem mittleren deuteros 
in G eigen. Der tetraphonos E-h gehört zum 2. kyrios in h. Darüberhinaus ist 
auch der tetraphonos G-d im 2. kyrios auf h und umgekehrt d-G im mittleren 
kyrios auf G in den melodischen Formeln enthalten. Der heptaphonos umfaßt die 
Oktave D-d. Mit den unterschiedlichen Klangráumen müssen sich auch die 
Intervallverháltnisse jeweils verándern. Wenn wir die beiden Tetrachorde E-a 
und h-e um einen Ton nach unten verschieben, so ergibt sich die Intervallfolge: 


D Es Fis Gab cisd 


8 Vgl. Floros, Neumenkunde, III, Tf. 38. 


G. Amargianakis, "The Chromatic Modes’, JÖB, 32/7 (1982), S. 7-17. 
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Wenn wir die beiden triphonoi als konjunkte Quarten ansehen, dann bekommen 
wir die Intervallfolge: 


D Es Fis G 
Gashc 


Da in den Gesängen des echos deuteros Modulationen von einer Gattung in die 
andere stattfinden, dürften die phthorai erforderlich sein. Im Vergleich zu 
anderen echoi sind in diesen Gesängen relativ häufig auch Medialsignaturen 
verzeichnet. 


Die hemiphthora À) der Chartres-Tabelle ist ein Zeichen, das sowohl in den 
Handschriften mit Chartres-Notation als auch in jenen mit Coislin-Notation, 
und dann mit der Graphie auftritt. Sie bewirkt höchstwahrscheinlich die 
Alteration eines einzigen Intervalls. Fast immer ist sie im 2. echos anzutreffen, 
und hier vor allem über dem d der absteigenden Quinte d-G. Stereotype 
melodische Formeln sind mit dieser hemiphtora auf d verbunden, wie die beiden 
kola des folgenden Beispiels zeigen sollen. 


Beispiel 5: Τῶν κόλπων τῶν πατρικῶν, echos plagios deuteros.!º 


wes Es >x 4 5 qu e de ie TUE ve 


— 


: L , 

(t^) " ust οτι je 
Gis a hc d G Es Fis Es Da ahcGisF E E 

το Sau ux εκ πληττο µε ναι » εξι otrav το SuPer : 


V V f. 246r, A f. 262v. 
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é test OR uL X ED 
λ 
H do es palio ae SS Tq 


Gis Gis Gisahc d G E GisF E 
την προς η µας σου συγµα Ta Pa σιν - 


Hier sei angemerkt, daß alle Transkriptionen nur einen vorläufigen Versuch 
darstellen, die verschiedenen Gattungen des echos deuteros etwas zu durchleuch- 
ten. Die Auflösung des dis im 1. Kolon und die Überleitung in die untere 
Oktave, bei der auch das Gis zu G wird, dürfte im 1. Kolon zum Ausdruck 
kommen. Wie verhält es sich aber mit dem G bzw. Gis im 2. Kolon? Bewirkt 
die hemiphthora immer das Intervall d-G oder ist auch in Intervall d-Gis 
möglich? Diese Frage muß offen bleiben. 
Eine hemiphthora an anderer Stelle zeigt 


Beispiel 6: 'Ρεύσεως ἡμᾶς τῆς πάλαι γριστέ, echos plagios deuteros." 


w^ ii 
ΣΝ SA sa So WNW σσ ον 5» 22 
(— v 1 j : M. ^2 
778 SN S a us ψυχῶν Ty s 37711 
΄ 


h a ha Gisah a ahcG Es Fis ED EsFisG F GisF EE 
TOL ος δε το nOg TO oov w n «o pov ware npule συ ua » 


Hier ist zu sehen, daf durch das Entstehen des triphonos c-G und G-D das Gis 
aufgelóst wird. Ein interessantes Beispiel mit zwei aufeinanderfolgenden 
hemiphthorai findet sich in V.? Der heirmos der 8. Ode des Triodion für den Mitt- 
woch der Karwoche ἹῬήμα rvp&vvovim echos deuteros weist über dem Wort 


n T f. 194r-v, A f. 290r. 


? V f. 207r. 
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Fig. B 


βασι λε ας 


zwei hemiphthorai auf. Leider gelang bis jetzt keine Auflósung, da alle zum Ver- 
gleich herangezogenen Heirmologia dieses Triodion im echos protos überliefern. 

Die phthora im Lehrgesang des Kukuzeles steht im plagios tetartos im Intervall 
G-c. 


Fig. C 

a Ca 
d στ- 
1 
ọ ὃ ο pa 


Die paláobyzantinischen phthorai stehen in den meisten Fällen ebenfalls über 
diesem Intervall, jedoch im echos deuteros. Die Modulation des plagios tetartos in 
das nana, eingeleitet durch das Intervall G-c, wird fast immer nur durch 
Notenzeichen, in gleicher Weise wie am Anfang eines Kolons ausgedrückt. 

Einige Beispiele sollen die phthorai in ihrem melodischen Zusammenhang 
erschließen. 


Beispiel 7: Χαρμονικῶς τῇ πανηγύρει, echos deuteros.'? 


g 
x iet Sb N 1 ee 
29 m , . P 
ο WU Ὁ ge 
(E)D G CC h as cas h Ga a 
ως αν δε σι χα τα ote iw μεν” 


BV f. 57v - 58r, A f. 56r. 
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Pr a 
So NS E Ze EN: WV 
zi i E E > 1 
pu Ll (Emo Ro 
EF D G G G chas cas hais Gis 
την Sox CU στο μιι αν E λεξα gas 


P 
Ente, BOs C ON Vo 


4 (t δώ 22 
ο A TEGANG wm 
Gis Gisah h hc a ha Gis Gis 


δι a ya πην TOU TOL N TOU COU : 


Die beiden ersten kola heben die phthora jeweils auf dem Intervall G-c. Es gibt 
nun zwei Möglichkeiten, diese phthora zu interpretieren. Entweder ist sie ein 
Hinweis darauf, daß das melos im Klangraum des triphonos G-c bleibt und nicht 
bis d aufsteigt, oder es ist eine kurze Modulation in den mesos tetartos, das nana. 
Die mittelbyzantinischen Handschriften geben dazu keinen Hinweis. 

Im 3. Kolon des Beispiels 7 dürfte eine kurze Modulation in das nenano 
erfolgen. Die phthora über dem Intervall a-h ist weniger häufig anzutreffen als 
jene des Intervalls G-c. Wie die Intervallverháltnisse tatsáchlich aussehen, ist 
nicht ganz klar. Die Einleitung erfolgt am Kolonbeginn, vom plagios deuteros 
ausgehend, durch E F Gis a. Hier steht die phthora jedoch in einem melos des 
deuteros auf Gis. Ob über dem a ein h oder ein b liegt, ist unklar. 

Das sticheron ᾿Ῥεύσεως ἡμᾶς τῆς πάλαι, das in seiner Gesamtheit im 
folgenden wiedergegeben wird, zeigt sehr eindrucksvoll die verschiedenen 
Modulationszeichen des echos deuteros in Chartres-Notation auf.'* 


4 Lavra T 67 f. 134r-v, A f. 290r. 
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In der 4. Zeile stehen über dem Wort otuo1 zwei verschiedene melodische 
Figuren. Die erste mit der Medialsignatur B stellt eine Kombination von 
strangismata mit thematismos dar, welche in der mittelbyzantinischen Notation 
ausgeschrieben wird. Das darunterliegende synagma geht vom plagios deuteros 
aus und umschreibt die melodische Figur (E) a h a Gis F Gis. Viele der 
melodischen Figuren gehören dem echos deuteros an. Die Intervallfolge war in 
der paläobyzantinischen Notation durch die großen Zeichen genau definiert. Es 
konnten sowohl der Klangraum als auch die Intervallverhältnisse erkannt 
werden. Dies setzte eine starke mündliche Praxis voraus, die für die gesamte 
byzantinische Gesangstradition durch alle Jahrhunderte bestimmend war. Denn 
mit der diastematischen Prázisierung der Notation, die auch eine Auflósung der 
großen Zeichen mit sich brachte, wurden die Intervallverhältnisse des echos 
deuteros im Notenbild nicht eindeutig festgelegt. Mögliche Anhaltspunkte 
konnten nur die Medialsignaturen bieten. Hemiphthorai und Phthorai ver- 
schwanden vóllig aus dem Notenbild der mittelbyzantinischen Sticheraria und 
Heirmologia, um erst mit der kalophonischen Tradition ab dem 13. Jh. wieder 
in Erscheinung zu treten. Hier allerdings sind sie durch den neuen Gesangsstil 
bedingt und den kalophonischen Melodien angepaßt. 
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OBSERVATIONS ON THE CHARTRES AND COISLIN 
VERSIONS OF THE GOOD FRIDAY STICHERON 
^Q πῶς rj παράνομος συναγωγή 


Jergen Raasted 


The doxastikon for the fixed Evening Psalm (the ἄύριε ἐκέκραξα) at the 
Hesperinos on Good Friday is ascribed to θεοφάνης ποιητής, for instance 
in MS Ambrosianus A 139 sup. The melody has been used for several 
prosomoia. This long sticheron (26 short-lines in my analysis) is an interesting 
piece which deserves to be studied from many different points of view. In our 
present context I shall use it to illustrate some major features of the Palaeo- 
byzantine written tradition. The documentation as presented below at the end 
of this article needs some preliminary remarks: 

1. At the top of each page I have placed two Round Notation sources - the 
Milan Sticherarion A 139 sup. (from A.D. 1341, probably written in Con- 
stantinople) and MS Sinai gr. 1218 (from A.D. 1177)? The readings of the latter 
MS are presented in a mixture of negative and positive apparatus to the former: 
For the neumatic signs only the deviations from the Milan MS are recorded; but 
'the red elements' (signatures, musical variants etc.) are quoted in full, also 
when the two MSS agree. Asterisks indicate the punctuation - to avoid any con- 
fusion between punctuation dots and kentemata. The version in Sinai 1218 is 
only transcribed when it involves differences in pitch. 


1 Sticherarium Ambrosianum, ed. Lidia Perria and Jorgen Raasted, MMB, XI (Copenhagen, 
1992), fol. 242r. 


? MS Sinai gr. 1218 has again and again turned out to come closer to the main Coislin 
tradition than any other Round Notation source which we know of. Unfortunately this early 
Round Notation scribe is still influenced by habits inherited from the imprecise Coislin Notation. 
Therefore his Sticherarion cannot be used directly, without control from other sources. 
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2. Next follow my three sources for the Chartres version, all of them found 
in the library of the Great Laura (Mount Athos). The apparatus is again nega- 
tive for the neumes, but positive for the signatures; punctuation dots are repre- 
sented by asterisks. The zero marks the syllables that are not provided with 
neumatic signs, the characteristic 'blanks' of the Chartres and Archaic Coislin 
settings? 

3. From MS Vienna theol. gr. 136 (MMB, X, ed. Gerda Wolfram, Vienna 1987) 
I reproduce the entire melodies both of the Good Friday sticheron (229v) and a 
prosomoion (118r, for February 2, Purification). 

4. My last line, from MS Grottaferrata A.a.xiv (one of the Carbone Menaia’), 
quotes a prosomoion from the Christmas office. The manuscript is sometimes 
difficult to decipher; it is therefore advisable to consult the reproduction given 
in Strunk's Specimina.* 


3 For the use of blanks as a chronological criterium, see Floros, Neumenkunde, 1, pp. 70-74 and 
355-357. Since 1952, Strunk has repeatedly returned to this point, see the index to his Essays (p. 
347, s.v. Coislin notation, Archaic, and p- 349, s.v. Secondary syllables). See also, e.g, the 
Introduction to my facsimile edition of MS Saba 83, MMB, VIIL1 (Copenhagen, 1968), pp. 28-32 
and my Musical Notation and Quasi Notation in Syro-Melkite Liturgical Manuscripts, CIMAGL, 31a-b 
(Copenhagen, 1979), pp. 34 and 72-76. 


* There is no actual need to present full documentation for the other Coislin Notation sources 
which I have inspected. My files contain collations of the following sources: Athos, Lavra Delta 
11, 35r-36r; Athos, Vatopedi 1488, 119v, MMB, IX (Copenhagen, 1975); Berlin, gr. fol. 49, 128v; 
Cyprus, Archb. 39, 89v; Paris, Ancien fonds grec 242, 204r; Patmos 218, 192r-v; St Petersburg gr. 
789, 197v-198r. 


? See Strunk's Specimina, Pars Principalis, plates 50-59 and Pars Suppletoria, pp. 20-27. See 
also Strunk, "The Menaia from the Carbone at the Biblioteca Valliceliana', reprinted in Essays, pp. 
285-296, Dimitrije Stefanovié, "The Daily Menaia from Carbone’, Bollettino della Badia Greca di 
Grottaferrata, 21 (1967), pp. 41-46; Floros, Neumenkunde, ], pp. 56-67, 311, 314-316, 318-319 and III, 
pp. 33-35 + Faksimilia 44-50). 


* Strunk, Specimina, plate 54. 
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A. 


The first step in our investigation is a comparison between the two settings 
from the Vienna Sticherarion. Both versions are written by the same hand, the 
main scribe of the manuscript. They evidently render the same melody, though 
with a considerable number of small differences. Some of these could be viewed 
as 'clarifying precisions' of the same melodic element: 


MODEL: PROSOMOION: 
Ξι > 2° 23 a 
1) line 1 πως πως 
fe ιά 
2) line 7 ας ερ 
: N N^ 
3) line 12 TW pa 
Nº 
4) line 14 κὰι € 
^ l 
but 5)line 16 ία o 


In this last case, the prosomoion and most of the Coislin sources I have 
inspected" have a xeron klasma. The added katabasma is also found in MS Vato- 
pedi 1488 and may have caused the kratemokatabasma of MS St Petersburg 789 
(43 for 4º 2). 

From a typological point of view, then, the notation of the prosomoion seems 
to be slightly more 'modern' than the neumation used for the model. 

In some fifteen cases the two versions differ in melodic details. Quite often 
the readings of the prosomoion are not known from my comparative material, 
whereas those of the model are found in all or most Coislin sources: 


7 See above, note 4. 


133 


6) line 8: 


7) line 11: 


8) line 13: 


9) line 20: 


10) line 26: 


p? 
do 


PROSOMOION: 


ye 


In other cases, both readings occur in other Coislin sources as well: 


11) line 2: 

12) line 14: 
13) line 16: 
14) line 19: 
15) line 25: 


16) line 26: 


MODEL: 

N 
πα (+ 789, cf 218) 
x1 (4 most CN) 
Te (+ most CN) 

> 
τι (+ 1488,11,242) 


τον (+ most CN) 


PROSOMOION: 
/ 

& (4 most CN) 
/ 

w (+ 218) 

> 

oe (+ 789,218) 

N 8 
Kn (+ 789,49,39) 


tr 
ve (4 218, cf 49) 


KBO (+ 1488,789 49,39) q an 


In these six cases there scems to be some connection between the prosomoion in 
Vienna theol. gr. 136 and the versions of Patmos 218 and/or St Petersburg gr. 


i in MS Patmos 218. 
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789. 
B. 


Our next step is to compare the cases numbered 6-16 with the Chartres tradition 
of Lavra Gamma 67, 72, and 12. Many of these point towards a connection 
between the Chartres tradition and the prosomoion - see especially Nos 10, 12, 
14, and 16. There is only one case where the opposite may be true: No. 11 
where the petasthe of the Chartres manuscripts is closer to the bareia of the 
model than to the oxeia of the prosomoion.? 


C. 


In the Carbone Menaion (A.a.xiv) many syllables of the Christmas prosomoion 
are provided with two levels of notation, both written by the same hand." As 
Floros pointed out, the upper level must represent a modernization (in Coislin 
IV) of a version in Coislin III." There is nothing in the writing to suggest that 
the upper level was inserted in a separate operation. Now, I very much doubt 
that a scribe would be able to perform any thorough modernization in scri- 


* I am referring to the rather common case where a red petasthe is added as a variant to a 
bareia-group by the scribe himself. The phenomenon, which can be observed e.g. in MS Athens 
974, needs to be further studied. 


1 Floros, Neumenkunde, II, p. 35 lists four stichera from the Carbone Menaia as 
"Aufzeichnungen 'zwischen Coislin III und Coislin IV". Two of these (the Christmas prosomoia 
Φοβερὸν καὶ παράδοξον and Ὢ πῶς ὁ ἄδρατος) are reproduced in Strunk's Specimina, 
plates 53-54), the other two (Qc καλὸς παιδοτρίβης for February 11, Blasius and Σοῦ 
ἐξεχύθη ý χάρις for April 25, Mark) are included in Floros' Tables VII-VIII (Neumenkunde, IN, 
pp. 181-184). The most recent treatment of the Carbone Menaia is Alberto Doda, 'Osservazioni 
sulla scrittura e sulla notazione musicale dei Menaia "Carbonesi"', Scrittura e civiltà, 15 (1991), 
pp. 185-204). Doda, however, does not deal specifically with the four stichera, nor did Strunk in 
his paper from the fourteenth International Congress of Byzantine Studies in 1971 (Essays, pp. 
285-296). 


“ Floros, Neumenkunde, I, pp. 318-319. 
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bendo." Consequently, the modernization must have been made in the model 
from which A.a.xiv was copied" - or, for that matter, in some earlier ancestor. 
It is therefore not impossible that in cases where there is only one level, some 
of its neumes may belong to the modernization - either written in original 
blanks or written in rasura in the model.'* Nor can we be sure, of course, that 
the neumes for the modernization were always written above the original Coislin 
HI version.” All these uncertainties make the Carbone Menaia a difficult source 
for the study of details. 

At times, the scribe - or the scribe of his model - did not fully succeed in 
fitting together text and neumes. The most conspicuous of these cases is line 2 
(ὁ ἀόρατος). The manuscript reads 


- but a comparison with my other sources shows beyond any doubt that the 


? In my contribution to the Eleventh Congress of the International Musicological Society 
(Modernization and Conversion: Two Types of Notational Change and their Consequences for 
the Transmission of Byzantine Music', Reports of the Congress (Copenhagen, 1972), pp. 775-777) I 
characterized "modernization within a system" as "an operation which any intelligent scribe 
must have been able to perform in scribendo." Over the years | have modified this point of view. 


3 Yam more confident on this point than Strunk was in his Specimina (p. 26): he described the 
lower level as "the latest conceivable state of Archaic Coislin" (ie. Coislin III in Floros' 
terminology), "more or less successfully converted to the normal, relatively developed form of 
the notation by the scribe himself or - as seems more likely - by the writer or corrector of the 
Vorlage from which they were copied." 


4 This hypothesis would explain cases where ison or oligon are the only neumes for a syllable 
(see the isons in lines 2, 4, 16, 17, 22, 23, and 24). Such isons (and oligons) are to be understood, 
then, as Coislin IV additions in the model. Strunk was aware of this possibility, but left the 
question open - see op. cit. p. 26: "Are the occasional occurrences of the ison on the lower level 
to be understood as belonging to the original notation or have these signs been written in by the 
convertor over syllables originally left unprovided for?" 


5 See the oligons in lines 22, 23, and 24. The horizontal stroke in line 19 is not an oligon but a 
division between the diple of Coislin III and the dyo apostrophoi of Coislin IV. 
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xeron klasma (4", i.e. in high position) belongs to the syllable o whereas the dyo 
6» in low position) goes with pa. For the first two syllables of the line (o a), 
a comparison with the other MSS that I have looked at seem to imply that the 
oligon and the oxeia belong to the Coislin IV level, whereas the apostrophos and 
the bareia are the original reading (Coislin III). As already mentioned, we find 
both readings in Vienna theol. gr. 136 - bareia in the model (on 229v), but oxeia 
in the prosomoion. The following survey of the neumes for these two syllables 
shows a tripartite tradition: I: Vienna 136, model melody + SPg 789; II: Vienna 
136, the prosomoion + most Coislin sources; III: The Chartres manuscripts + 
Patmos 218 and the Middle Byzantine tradition. 


Neumation at the beginning of line 2: 


136 (229v): -\ 

789: EN 
136 (1189, 49, 39, 11: -/ 
1488 and 242: - 7 
67 and 12: o^ 
72: | ο 
218: - 


139 and 1218: — 
b 


G 


'5 As for the kentema and the psile, we cannot really be sure. Their position makes it likely, 
perhaps, that they belong to the bareia; but is it normal for Coislin III to add such darifying hints 
of "high pitch? 
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The other double readings in Δ.α.χὶν have no similar connection with the two 
versions of the Vienna manuscript, but they can tell us something about certain 
elements of Coislin III which were especially felt to be in need of modern- 
ization: 

(a) The use of apostrophos to mark off uninteresting progressions, also when the mel- 
ody is not descending; In such cases, single apostrophoi of the Coislin III version 
have quite often been provided with ison or oligon - see lines 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11 
(twice), 12, 13, 14 (twice), 19 (three times), 21, 22, and 23.15 

(b) Double oxeiai (diplai) used in 'low position’: Occurrences of this Coislin III 
feature have been marked with double apostrophoi in lines 4, 11, 13, 19, 22, and 
23.1 


D. 


The double notation used in A.a.xiv for this Christmas prosomoion - and for 
three other stichera scattered in the volumes of the Menaia from St Eliah of 
Carbone - reflects a modernization of Coislin III into Coislin IV. Why were 
these particular pieces subjected to a modernization? Two of them are prosomoia 
but the other two seem to belong to the standard repertory.? From the Carbone 
set Floros lists no less than 27 stichera in Coislin III. Why were these stichera 
not similarly modernized? 

I have already stated my reasons for believing that the modernization was 
not made by the copyist of the Carbone Menaia in scribendo, but that it took 


7 Cf. Floros, Neumenkunde, 1, pp. 137-139, where a distinction is made between Apostrophus 
descendens, repetens, and ascendens. | prefer to speak of 'unimportant or 'uninteresting' 
progressions, inspired by Strunk's "secondary syllables" (see his Essays, p. 349). 


? [n line 12, the ison on (ὅρα)κι is written below the apostrophos. But still it may, of course, be 
a Coislin IV addition. 


? For diple and dyo apostrophoi, see Floros, Neumenkunde, I, pp. 195-198. 
? Cf. above, note 9. 


2 Floros, Neumenkunde, 1, pp. 34-35. 
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place rather in the model manuscripts. This hypothesis, however, does not help 
us to answer the questions just raised. At present, then, all we can do is to 
claim the existence of two scribes: 

'A, the Modernizer . We do not know his reasons for modernizing these par- 
ticular stichera in the model set from which the Carbone Menaia were copied. 
Nor can we be sure that it is always possible to detect all traces of his modern- 
ization in the Carbone copies. It is not impossible that some stichera which in 
the model were provided with Coislin III notation - or even older types? - were 
modernized into Coislin IV by means of additions and changes but without any 
additions of the kind which is reflected in the few pieces with 'double nota- 
tion'? 

'B, the Scribe of the Carbone Menaia'. He reproduced both levels of his model 
in the cases where the superimposed Coislin IV elements were meant to replace 
obsolete Coislin III Notation. It is legitimate, I think, to infer that he did not 
understand the nature of the changes and was unable to follow the intentions 
of the modernizer. He simply copied what he saw in the model. 


E. 


In his Specimina from 1965 Strunk wrote some highly instructive pages on what 
he called "Manuscripts with multiple Vorlagen."* As we have already seen, 
Strunk was willing to accept - at least as a possibility - that the doubly neum- 
ated stichera of the Carbone Menaia were copied from a model where a cor- 
rector (or, to use Strunk's other expression, a "convertor") had used "normal, 


? Floros, Neumenkunde, I, p. 33 lists from the Carbone Menaia 3 stichera in Coislin I and 12 in 
Coislin II. In Strunk's "The Menaia from Carbone at the Biblioteca Vallicelliana' (Essays, pp. 285- 
290) there is a list of five more stichera "in various stages of Archaic Coislin" (p. 287). 


2 This description of 'A, the Modernizer' rests on fairly solid ground. Below I venture to put 
forward a more daring hypothesis - that the Modernizer was responsible for all Coislin IV 
neumations in the model from which the Carbone Menaia were copied, and that this lost model 
originally had most of its idiomela in Coislin I or II, a few in Coislin ΠΙ. 


* Strunk, Specimina, Introduction, pp. 16-27 - a little less than 50% of the entire Introduction! 
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relatively developed Coislin Notation" to modify pieces which were originally 
provided with neumes in "the latest conceivable state of Archaic Coislin." But 
Strunk's general concept was still that these pieces - with their two levels of 
notation - were taken from another manuscript than the one from which most 
of the neumated idiomela were copied. 

To Strunk, the Carbone Menaia were thus clearly to be ranged among his 
"manuscripts with multiple Vorlagen." The present paper, however, suggests a 
different approach towards an explanation of the same facts. Let us - just as a 
working hypothesis - claim that the entire model of the Carbone Menaia was 
provided with Coislin I or II (apart from the rather few pieces in Coislin III) - 
and that 'A, the Modernizer' converted the standard repertory into Coislin IV. 
Evidently, there are here at least two questions which need to be reasonably 
answered: 

a. How can we explain the occurrence of a few Coislin III neumations in a 
Coislin I - TI context? 

b. If the Coislin I - III settings are unconverted 'left-overs' of the original, we 
shall have to explain - at least in principle - why these particular pieces were 
not converted into Coislin IV. 


One instructive example is A.«.xiv, 174v - 175r where the automelon Οἶκος 
τοῦ ᾿Εφραθά and five prosomoia are to be found, all of them provided with 
musical notation.” The automelon - the model text for a good many syntoma” - 
is transmitted in Coislin IV notation, since it belongs to 'the standard abridged 
repertory'; the five prosomoia are provided with archaic notation - evidently 
Coislin II. Strunk's analysis of the complex” implies that the scribe copied the 
automelon from his usual model, but took the five additional and 'apocryphal' 
stanzas "from a Vorlage that used the Archaic Coislin notation." The alternative 


2 Reproduced in Strunk's, Specimina, Plates 51-52. 


% See Giuseppe Schirô, 'Lineamenti storici sulla genesi e lo sviluppo del Syntomon' , Bollettino 
della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata, Nuova Serie III (1949), pp. 133-152 and 195-224. 


7 Specimina, Introduction, pp. 20-21. 


140 


hypothesis which is now offered would explain the behaviour of the Modern- 
izer as follows: When he came to the Οἶκος τοῦ ᾿Εφραθά set, he converted 
the automelon, but saw no reason to extend his activity to the prosomoia as well. 
They could easily be sung without any notation, as is usually the case with 
prosomoia; normally a cue with reference to a well known melody would suffice. 
Anyhow, the many differences between the five prosomoia neumations would 
necessitate a considerable amount of erasing and thinking, if the Coislin IV 
melody were to be applied to all of them. All this, of course, took place in the 
model from which the Carbone Menaia were copied. 


F. 


The observations put forward in the present paper suggest at least three 
different fields for future studies: 

1. The apparent bifurcation of the old sticherarion tradition, one branch consisting 
of the majority of Coislin sources (+ a few manuscripts in Round Notation, in 
particular Sinai 1218), the other of the Chartres tradition (+ a few Coislin 
manuscripts, in particular Patmos 218). The majority of (early?) Round Notation 
sources are closer to the latter than to the former. 

2. The modernization of earlier stages of notation. Probably there are many 
different types to be considered here, ranging from work on stray stichera to 
thorough revision of entire manuscripts, the latter perhaps connected with the 
introduction of a 'Standard Abridged Repertory’. 

3. Detailed studies of the repertories of each old volume (liturgical or musical). I 
think that a careful study of the repertory and the way in which this is pre- 
sented may clarify some of the inconsistencies in the neumatic transmission. 
This point is intimately linked to the preceding, but not dealt with in this paper 
which has only scratched the surface of some fundamental problems in the 
written transmission of melodies in the period of Palaeobyzantine musical 
notations. 
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“a - > 
a p rop s = sn ?1 wv NS y L2 ory P ee Ζ > > > a 
Ambr.A 139 sup, 242r-v: mas Q πως” N πα-ρα--νο---μος συ--να--γω--γη: 
a bcbab Gb aGF G EFD G b aG EFG a G F E E 
5-4 T ES 2 - > E 
Sinai gr. 1218, 201r: mf ΟΝ ΚΣ . 9 απ " 
Gba F G E FD EG 
= 1 s? ο ww 21.’ ww > 7 > . 
Lavra Gamma 67, 61v: TB: Q πως η πα-ρα--νο---μος συ--να--γω--Υη”: 
z op 
Lavra Gamma 72, 34r-v: z = 0 0 x 
Lavra Gamma 12, 38r: πο 0 d 0 0 * 
^^ kan ονν 
A^ xa n CN - \ YP ο” “΄ > > > ks 
Vienna, th.gr.136,229v: nk Q πως” η πα-ρα--νο---μος συ--να--γω--γη’ 
^ v v 
u ur + p e >> 
ET D ών) -- 7 œ >” > > > — 
© a ” 118σ: πᾶ Q πως ο α-προ--σι---τος τοις OE--pa--ouu- 
TD w- uy c "n ν..΄ ay — 
MA as .ν y Lr Pd > 3 3 
Crypt. A.a.14, 235r: ` Ω πως ο α--ο---ρα---τος σω--μα--τω--δεις 


(Specimina, pl.54) 


EL 


Q πως Li 

RE πῶ οἱ » ΄ > yl 

139: 3 ny τον βα-σι-λε----α της κτι-σε-ως: 
Ε E E F GaGF E F E DG 


e a. - 0n 


1218: mu PEE t 
G E 
— 0% ο ον 7 pg» 
67: τον βα-σι-λε----α της μτι-σε-ως: 
72: zo κά 9 0 E 
24 
12: 0 ^ 0 0 
- -- e 24 > "4 > > 257 
136,229v: tov βα-σι-λε----α της µητι-σε-ως” 
κ», humi Anm »" > > PA > 257 
118r: o OU-pa-vouc un χω-ρου-µε-νος: 
e e, * 
ee RS ^ 5 / / » 7 
14: εν tn vn-6u----v €- Ou4n----vo----- 


A 24 de -- - oY τῷ — 


κα-τε--διυ-κα-σε 9a--va--to- 
a GF EF G a GF E E 


> 


Ov 
ν 
> 


G 
Ar aie PA wv > N >> N 


πα-τε--δι-μα-σε ϑα--να--τω- 


P4 * 


3 

κό 
"A 
* 


uA Ss. mx ww NS T S3 \ 
MQ-tt£--O6v-xa-oev ὃα-να--τω" 


io. x so — PA N >> N 
O παν -TA XEL-PL καττε--χων- 


νά — N 5 >N 
mut cac της µη-τρος σου” 


ΤΡΙ 


Q πως 


ΜΠ 
NS >> = a? >> κά Uu E 2 NS ενα 
139: 5 μη αι--δε--σθει-σα 6 Y τας ευ--ερ--γε---σι---ας: 
FE D EF a G bc b a ba Ga a 


1218: TN 2 > 2. y NS ume RE 
F D F G G 
rp iie te — cJ M ENERO ERE 
^ u 0 ΄ σ΄ » 0 Ν a a 
67: un αι--δε--σθδει m τας ευ--ερ--γε---σι---ας: 
72: a E “a * 0 * 
12: 0 7 0 ? * 


oN >> — P4 a a 
136,229v: un αι--δε--σδει-σα 


> > N “ ^ 


τας εὐ--ερ--γε---σι---ας” 


>N »» - Pá 


o A > > N ” ” 
7 118r: o U- TEP  vo--uov- το κα--τα τον Vo---pnov- 
> om o 
N M > x “e ^ > > N a U 
14: n θε--ο----το--μος ο---ρω--σα το Dau - ya” 


Gl 


Q πως 


A ua P e: > > x wi MA 2» να — 7 > >“ > = 
139: 7 ας a--va-uti-uvn-onwv' 8 προ-η--σφα-λι---ζε--το Ἆλε--γων προς αυ--τους: 
a a bc G F E E E FE DG EF G a G F E a 
1218: Mo m > > NS μ΄ » * 
a a F E D FE 
“0. wv» v > > 005 > ο ο ο E 0 χρή» 
67: ας α--να-µμι-µνη-σµμων: προγ-η--σφα λι] --LE--10 λε--γων προς αυ--τους” 
; 4 
72: — ο * 0 >of > 0 e > 0 "o κ 
12: I e ερ v œ> Go o zx 0 ο us 
MM — c > / > F > N »^ >. — Pd > > > so 
136,229v: ας A--VA-UL-UVN-OHWV προ-η--σφα-λι---ζε--το λε--γων προς αυτ--τους: 
Αν. c A^ > D > Nm ο. 4 > > > ac 
" 118r: ερ-χεται πλη-ρω- σαι: Tap-SE- VL -warg €- TO--XOU- UE — νος χερ-σιν: 
Ρ e rd 
Pd c QW. τῷ wi -3 > N »/ n v ΘΖ.» 7. " 
14: της α--νε-νπλα-λη-του σου ouvy-na - τα---βα--σε--ως E ----Bo-------- a” 


emissora er 


Οὐ] 


"νε rc Te E F> a AA 7 vs 55 
139: dA xs o AGRESTE EC ο------ ος µου: 10 τι ε---ποι-η--σα υ------- μι------------- Lv: 
a bcba b G baGP G FED aG EFG G F E FD EC}. D E FEDE F E D 
2 + V pu v y| D 
77 δ — m AR > ο NAN = > 
1218: x " * η NC - 
a G E GE FC DEF EF 0 0 
d ον 
^ P d »^ wg > ie 
67: λα--------- ος μου” τι ε--πποι-η--σα υ------- μιν: 
72: PEU >>” V 9 * 
12: > ΄ ο * 
λυ πη 
m! “ de των + pan 
D ^" >> cr 4 p E 5 Wa d 
136,229v: λα--------- ος μου” τι ε--πποι-η--σα υ------- utv” 
+ αρ) > 
4 x rm 
2: a »ν CM a ο 9 >. Pd 
"Oo 118r: και πρε--------- σβυς: συ--με---ων πε--ρι--χα------ pwc: 
Bu i ~ E ae 
" ÁO a> 3 »^ co cb N " Land 


14: UL--------- € μου” ον OU χο-ρου-σιν ου------- ρα----νοι 3 


251 


Ω πως 


PA — — day 75 — e " = 
-— RN 0. e DKM 3-27. 7 Wd cov mpl τω. 
139: 11 Ag ou ϑαυ-μα---των ε--νε-πλη-σα την τ--ου-δαι-αν- 12 ou νε-µρους ε--ξα-νε-στη-σα µο-νω τω λο--γω- 
E F GaGF E E G EF ED C D F E E E F GaGF E E ο EF ED C D ΕΕ E 
Do "PES 
1218: π΄ an 4 0p — “΄ ma «RO » 5 κ o on S TR 
D EF aGF F G EFGFDE D EF aGFG E D 
3e ui Ro m > 1 ο v > 0 Lang p dh ΄ E "zu 0 > Z > v0 4 4 2; 
67: ou ϑαυ-μα---των ε--νε-πλη-σα την ι--ου-δαι-αν- OU νε-µρους ε--ξα-νε-στη-σα µο-νω τω λο--γω” 
9 o 
» 
72: Jg E 0 Mk ^s μ΄ 0 p Li 
d Did d > τ 
12: ” 0 > > no κ 0 e 0 Ls “o k 
.. “A A .. ^ e v 
> sí 1 "IER eiie Se Semis NS Se. ta» M) x τας af > — > >Y > — x 95 >> 
136,229: ou ϑαυ-μα---των ε--νε-πλη-σα την ι--ου-δαι-αν: 


> τες ot > = Zo» w > te N 2» 
" 118,r-v: ταις αγ-α--λαις δε-ξα-με--νος η-γαλ-λι--α--το- 


aer SY uf > > v o» . 


LN PG 
14: πως υ-ππε--δυς νη-δυν ex γης 


4 ars 
πλα-σϑειυ-σαν᾽ 


ου νε-µρους ε--ξα-νε-στη-σα µο-νω τω Ào--Yo- 


>- wv > >> 


5 zl ^T Ss cce I 5... mV 
των χρι-σμων κα -ϑε- w- pa yap tag πε-ρα-τω--σης” 


> ^ ad 5 — a > 
? NX u 3 X κα > > N 


^H ^" 
ο κα--τε--χων δρα-κι πα-σαν την MTL-OLV' 


οι. 


8Ρ]. 


Ω πως 


e -. NS 3:5 
139: 13 my OU πα--σαν 
G GF E 
23 NO n^ 
. TT * 
1218: 9 G E 


67: ou 


πα--σαν 
72: ea ^D 
12: ο 7 
= N 3» 
136,229ν: ου πα--σαν 
EA 2 >> 
" 118v; παι-δι-- ov 


-t N > > 
> m ^" 


14: και φα--τνη 


14 


» 


μα--λα--κι--αν 
Ε Ε Ε G 


ο... 


μα--λα--κι--αν 


L- aul -- — 
μα--λα--μι--αν 


“7 > πα » — 
ε--θε--ρα--πευ--σα 
a EF ED ς D 


0 2 v * 0 
ε--θε--ρα--πευ--σα 


> > 0 > 
0 0 ba 
^ m. >Y > — 


ε--δε--ρα--πευ--σα 


ee A — o» en 3 ts 
πα--λαι-ω- TE pov α-δαμ ο-- dev 
Y y 1 7 τ eu »΄ 5 
των α--λο-γων α--να-κλι--νε--ααι 


ZW su wem 
μαι VO--COV* 
r E a 


^ d 


4 “4 


και. vo--OOV* 


^ „ir; 
m d 
A * 
N >> a7 


και νο--σον: 


XN ^" di 


ε---βο---α 


No σσ 


u 
ως βρε-φος) 


6Ρ]. 


Q πως 


2-7 ΠΠ “πολ px 53 1. 7% 4 Pa δις P στη ν ον Ds > icm ^ > > > — 7*5 5 
19ο X553. Ὃν ουσ τε ουν wots 16 αν-τα---πο--δι-δο-τε: 17^ εις τι a--uvn-uo-vev-tE μου: 

abcbab G baGF G FED a abaG FGG F E E G F E D EF ED ς 

+ 2 e αρ, — 4 

1218: Ei 2 a 20 575 τοι Ss = Ea 

E E E G F E 

E . 
V^ > ^L EX ar ΄ ΄ 2 

7 "P M A. 35 PE 0 > 0 0 
67: TL ουν μοι” αν-τα---πο--δι-δο-τε” εις τι α--ηνη-μο-νει-τε μου: 
72: 0 0 » 0 0 >’ κ 
12: 0 ^ ο 7» 0 0 0 ο 53 

n 
2 Í ΄ ΄ ΄ 

7 ^ E ^" ry » 1 > — — » » — ? > 

136, 229v: Te ουν μοι: αν-τα---πο--δι-δο-τε- εις τι α--µνη-μο-νει-τε µου; 
a) > 

M ο που κα »/ ^/ 2» > — 1 > 4 — ΄ ai 2 

“ 118v: προ------ καυὐ--------- ρον” ο-- τι σδον σε- a--no- Au -oov µε δε-ο- μαι: 
> — = — ν 

w^ a P d uN Cwm A» & > > y > YN — 


14: τι του----- um em me mo το” TO HAL-VOV HU-OTN-PL-OV " της a - φρα-στου λο-χι- ag’ 


OST 


Q πως 


T P pA > dV Ht = Mihi 

139: 18 ^ αν--τι των |ι--α--μα--των: 
Cc EF E D CD D D 

e. A a a 

>> 

1218: pi νο τα. 
» ΄ 0 N > 7 0 

67: AV--TL των --α--μα--των: 
72: ^ > κ΄ 0 
12: N » 0 0 
>x A > >” TO u. 

136,229v: αν--τι των L--a--uya--rov- 
>x A > >Y - aK. 

" 118v; L- va σουτουςεν a-- ôn: 

22. 
>, A > >’ x u 
14: 


παρ--δε--νος µε -TA 


το-μον 


-- 
-- KESAN eed ο >», 93 — 


19 πλη--γας Ετττι--τι--ϑεν-τες- 
D EF G a GF E E 


73 Zr BEN 2 * 


-- t 9 N 32 m 


πλη--γας ε--πι--τι--θεν-τες: 


ΓΩ 
= 


— Imo 5 > >> u 


πλη--γας ε--πι--τι--δεν-τες- 


m mw» Ν >> — 
Tnv ε-λευ-σιν µπη--ρυ-- Ew: 


»— 4 wo NNW 5 > 
ως MPO TOU TO-XOU 


ISI 


Q noc 


139: 


1218: 


72: 


12: 


136, 229v: 


14: 


» X 
20 AV--TL 
ς ΕΕ 
ta a 


ο. Z 
αν-ττι 
LJ 
apad 
e 
ro 
>x a 
AV-=TL 


~ x 


> > 
Co--nc 
E D 
N 
ζω--ης 
i 

> >» 
Co--nc 
? ” 
τω πρω- 

SA 


? 


e 


και Ya--Aa-HTL 


>- ES T _ ze) = «2 La >> Ὅτ 
νε--µρουν-τες 21 HPE--UWV--TEG ε---πι Εξυ--λου: 
CD D D D EF G a GF E E 
> = a“ > NOR 
C D F G E 
> ^" = m ate c » \ 55. 95 
VE--KPOLV-TEC* MDE-uvOv--TEG εΕ---πι ξυ--λου- 
3 
> p 0 / x 
* a TES. 
> de — -- md > N >> >> 
νε--ηρουν-τες; µρε--µον--τες ε--ππι  Eu--Aov- 
> fp—— Ke me I d > N 93 >> 
το--πλα---στω:” χαι-ρειν ka- TA--UN--VU--00° 


? uK ye 
€£X--Tio£€-7--(q(Qo 


ef oss ENA 


Tt£u-pav 


24 N a ? 
av-ôpoc un 


γνου-σα” 


cal 


Q noc 


T dig dui is ~ 
hao eR Dem vd 75 ? = — >> Ρα 
139: 22 πη ως κα-μουρ--γον τον ευ--ερ--γε-την- 
E E EDEF ED c D F E E 
ἕ- 
-n 
1218: AN NS o: vt 
2 0 7 e g > 0 A n v 
67: ως µα-μπουρ--γον τον ευ--ερ--γε-την: 
4 
κ x 
72: "X T^ 1 * 
* 
12: z es Je. 2 ? ? ? ? 2 p? * 
M Ἔν 2E πο N >» » 
136,229v: Ta ως κα-χουρ--γον τον ευ--ερ--γε-την” 
we Au ofr > > — N >> >> 
"o 118v: U-TL ε-φδα--σεν ο ζω--ο---δο-της: 
mp RE. 2» 3» 
ne ee ae >>» 3 > N “u uy = 
14: τον a- µη---το--ρα moo tov aL--w-vwv” 


er Ne 
35: n 4^ 2" u>» T 
23 ú wc πα-ρα--νο---- 
C C E EDEF 
— % 3 
^ 
Bau it 
ως πα-ραττνοτ--- 
ν 
e u ν 
ro 
P gw sw 
z A >> 27 
pe 


ως πα-ρα--νο---- 


D PE ο 


OS tiny syys 


ay a 
23 > = Do » m 


-μον τον vo-uo--60--tnv: 


ED 6 D F E E 
Na * Transcription? 
v > 0 4: p a 


-uov τον νο-μο--δο--την: 


ν 
> 
"J 
x) 

ν 


25 ? eR» NV. >> >> 


-μον τον νο-μο--δο--την- 


>Y > — 0x >> >> 


vo-uo--60--inc- 


(c = 2» >> 
Re e. ^" >» > m N a p tu 
μαι a------ πα----το--ρα Eu un-tpoc κα----τω᾽ 


Q noc 


139: 


1218: 


67 


m 


72: 


ESI 


12: 


136,229v: 


" 118v: 


14: 


/ a es 


LA. a 


24 Ag ως KA-TA--HPL-TOV 


FE FG G G 


2 “ 


-- — ^ 


ως κπα-τα--ηρι-τον 


? ? ? 5 
ER ED 


ως πα-τα--μρι τον" 


΄ 
Be ^ ῤ E 


O- TL ερ--χε--ται 


u 


— & v di ^4 — 


TOV α-χω--ρι--στον 


25 


24-26. 

= 7 5» 0. Ni » 57 PLP po 4 o 27 5 - 
τον παν-των βα---σι--λε-α": 26 µα--ηρο-δυ--με πυ-ρι--ε δο--ξα σοι:- 
a bc b a ba GG Gabb Ga a bab G aG FE E 
os — a » 2 — 
—. N 2 y v^ a pa 

bc b G 
+ A » 0 N f TAP, a 7 >>” -- P 0 d 5». + 
τον παν-των βα---σι--λε-α- μα--ηρο-δυ--με uu-pt--e δο--ξα σοι: 

Αρκ 
— ΄ 0 25 * “ 0 eU 
0 0 

/ * ?* Ἢ 7 oe “os 
ar Ay on. N un POE BEER Some > a? 7 = 
τον παν-των βα---σι--λε-α- μα--ηρο-δυ--με ηυν-ρι--ε δο--ξα σοι: 
e a > > EN A "A af ος eS 1! » Ωω) 2. 5 αι. 
νε-χρος Ετ-σταυ--ρωτ--µε-νος: τοι = n--ue--ooc παν-τας ε-γει ρε νε-µρους + 

Y S. 

ev ta > > N won "a 4c 78 ws?» a »» -- 
της πα-τρι-µης ου--σι-ας- µα--μπρο-δυ--με κυ-ρι--ε δο--ξα σοι:- 


APPENDIX 


A Proposal for a 
'Palaeographical Manual of the Byzantine Musical Notations'' 


Peter Jeffery 


The following outline represents my own initial proposal. No doubt those who 
know more than I do about certain areas of the field will advocate changes and 
improvements. There are two aspects of my proposed outline that I suspect will 
be particularly controversial: the substantial amount of introductory material 
not directly related to notational issues, and the attempt to extend the coverage 
to every type of music notation ever used for the Byzantine, Slavonic, and even 
other Eastern liturgical chant, even in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
In general I thought it best for the initial proposal to include as much as 
possible, so that the consultation and discussion among Byzantine musicologists 
will be as thorough as it can be, and so that any topics that are ultimately 
excluded will have been so for good and weighty reasons. But there are more 
specific justifications for these two aspects of my outline, which I wish to spell 
out fully. 

The extended introduction of ‘preliminary information’ about the Byzantine 
liturgy, music theory, and other matters is intended to make the book more 
‘user friendly’, as we say in the computer jargon that is increasingly popular in 


` One of the themes of our next symposium at Hernen will be the actual contents and form of 
a 'Handbook of the Palaeobyzantine Notations’, as it Was originally proposed by Oliver Strunk 
(see the chapter 'Postscript). Peter Jeffery from Princeton, USA, who participated in the 
colloquium, made a proposal for a '"Paleographical Manual of the Byzantine Notations’, 
authored by an invited team, which would cover the full spectrum of historic Byzantine Greek 
and Slavonic musical notations (ed.). 
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North America. In my own country there are many intelligent and well-trained 
music historians who could potentially be interested in the problems of 
Byzantine notation, but who are discouraged by their unfamiliarity with the 
seemingly complex arcana of the Byzantine liturgics, as well as by the 
uncertainty about the artistic quality of the music itself (See, for instance, the 
comments on Oliver Strunk's interest in Byzantine music, written by Strunk's 
own student Joseph Kerman, in his book Contemplating Music: Challenges to 
Musicology (Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1985)). To one 
who does not know how to tell a sticheron from a Sticherarion or a Dogmatikon 
from a Doxastikon, Orthodox from Uniate or Melkite from Maronite, the 
obstacles to working with Byzantine neumes can seem formidable indeed. 
Though anyone who already has sufficient interest can find out this kind of 
information from other sources, the person who has not yet developed a strong 
interest in Byzantine chant will be much helped by having one convenient 
source of information, from which they can equip themselves with the 
background they need to delve into topics they will find really interesting. 
By expanding the proposed outline as broadly as possible, to cover even the 
Byzantine notations of modern times and the notations of Oriental Orthodox 
Churches that never used the Byzantine rite, I was once again hoping to reach 
as broad a range of potential readers as possible. But I was also hoping to 
provoke discussion of the limits of our field. Doubtless many of these topics 
would need to be covered only briefly, with the bulk of the volume focusing 
on what is truly central. But it will be important to the future of Byzantine 
musicology to demonstrate what a broad subject it really is, and how many 
other areas of musicological interest are essentially related to it. Such questions 
as the survival of classical Greek music theory and of early Christian music, the 
origins of neumatic notations, the interactions of oral and written processes of 
transmission, the development of modern music theory out of its medieval 
antecendents, the interactions and interrelationships among the many cultures 
of Eastern and Western Europe and the Middle East - both in general and in the 
medieval world - these are all questions of general and far-reaching importance 
that are also essential to the study of Byzantine chant, to such a degree that 
they cannot be adequately addressed by anyone who ignores the extensive 
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Byzantine evidence. This is a fact that should not be underemphasized, as if we 
were content to have it known only by a few. On the contrary we should make 
the most of it, making clear to everyone that Byzantine musicology is not a 
small and esoteric subject for the few who are drawn to it, but rather holds a 
central place within world musicology, with a long pedigree of distinguished 
scholarship and an indispensable role to play in solving some of the major 
dilemmas of modern musical research. 


THE NOTATION OF BYZANTINE CHANT 
A Handbook and Guide to the Sources 


I. Preliminary information 
A. A brief history of Byzantine and Slavonic chant. 
1. An outline of the main historical periods. 
2. Therediscovery and deciphering of Byzantine neumes in the twentieth 
century. 
B. The Byzantine liturgy. 
1. Outlines of the services. 
2. Descriptions of the liturgical books and their contents. 
3. The churches using the Byzantine rite: locations, languages, 
allegiances, and other distinguishing traits. 
4. Greek and Slavonic glossaries of terms, and names of chant genres. 
C. Byzantine music theory. 
1. The extant theoretical literature: an outline of authors, works, and 
contents. 
2. The gamut of pitches and the modes of Byzantine music. 
D. Unresolved issues in the modern study of medieval neumes. 
1. Semiotic approaches to the study of neumes. 
2. Were the origins of neumatic notation related to ancient or medieval 
systems of punctuation signs, accent marks, etc.? 
3. Medieval methods of teaching and performance practice. 
a. How were written notations used in the training of singers for 


157 


cathedral and monastic settings? 

b. Were the origins of neumatic notations related to ancient or 
medieval methods of cheironomy? 

4. The survival of medieval traditions and practices in the chant of the 

modern Eastern Orthodox churches. 

a. 'Exegesis' - the ornamentation of Byzantine Greek chant. 

b. Ethnomusicological study of Eastern Christian chant. 

c. Relationships between Byzantine chant and Greek folk music. 

d. Relationships between Byzantine-Slavonic chant and Eastern 
European folk music. 


II. Palaeobyzantine neumes 


7AM OO D> 


. The Ekphonetic neumes. 


The Coislin Notation. 

The Chartres Notation. 

Modal and modulation signs. 

The Theta Notation. 

Anomalous notation systems in Greek MSS. 

1. British Library Additional MS 24378. 

2. Are there any other such instances that should be discussed here? 


G. The notation of the Slavonic kondakaria. 
H. 


The notation of the Early Slavonic sticheraria and heirmologia. 


III. The Middle Byzantine or Round Notation 


A. 


Types of MSS containing this notation. 

1. Sticheraria. 

. Heirmologia. 

. Asmatika. 

. Psaltika. 

- The akolouthiai and other sources stemming from the reforms of 
Koukouzeles. 

The transcription systems used in the Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae. 

l. The original system used in the MMB Transcripta series. 


ga OA QN 
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2. Objections and proposed alternatives to the Transcripta system. 
3. Transcription methods expected to be tried in future volumes of the 
MMB. 


IV. The later development of Byzantine and Slavonic chant, and its expansion 


throughout Eastern Europe 


A. 
B. 
C: 
D. Later stages of Krjuki Notation in Russia. 


E: 


Notated sources from Rumania and Moldavia. 
The phthorai and modulation signs in Greek MSS. 
The 'red signs' in Greek MSS of the seventeenth century and later. 


1. The stolpovoe znamja. 


EO PM 


. The putnoe znamja. 
. The demestvo znamja. 
. The kazfinskoe znamja. 


5. Reforms of the seventeenth century. 
The earliest notated Bulgarian, Serbian, and Ukrainian sources. 


V. Encounters with other cultures 
A. Neumatic notations in other medieval Christian cultures. 


1. Syriac notational systems. 


a. 
b. 


Melkite notations clearly related to Byzantine neumes. 
Other Syrian systems of notation and/or punctuation. 


2. Neumes in Armenian manuscripts. 


a. 
b. 


c. 
d. 


Sharaknots MSS - the syllabic repertory. 

MSS of the Gandsaran, Manrusmunk or Khazgirk (Book of 
Neumes) - the melismatic repertory. 

Nineteenth-century reforms of Armenian Notation. 
Transcriptions from oral tradition into staff notation in the 
eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 


3. Neumes in Georgian sources. 


a. 


b. 


The heirmologia. 
The Ekphonetic neumes. 


4. The neumes of Latin chant. 
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a. The varieties of early neumes and their sources: 1) Palaeo-Frankish 
neumes; 2) families of 'point neumes' - Breton, Messine/ Lorraine, 
Aquitainian; 3) families of 'accent neumes' - German, French, 
Italian, Old Spanish /Mozarabic. 

b. Theories on the origin of Latin neumes and their possible 
relationship to Byzantine neumes. 

5. Notated Coptic sources. 
6. Nubian sources with accent signs. 
7. The notation of Ethiopic chant. 
B. Other neumatic or Ekphonetic notations that have been compared to 
medieval neumes. 
1. Jewish systems of Ekphonetic/punctuation signs. 
2. Manichean 'neumes'. 
3. The notation of Tibetan Buddhist chant. 
C. Western influences on Byzantine music. 
1. Polyphonic compositions notated in Byzantine neumes. 
2. Theattempt to reform Byzantine Notation by Hieronymos Tragodistes. 
3. The history of attempts to represent Byzantine chant in Western 
notation. 
D. Western European influences on Slavonic chant and notation; the 'Kievan' 
staff Notation. 
E. Araband Turkish (makam) influences on the Byzantine Greek modes and 
performance practices. 
F. Reforms of Byzantine notation in the early nineteenth century. 
1. Alphabetic notations. 
2. The notation of Chrysanthos et al.. 


VI. Desiderata - Future needs and directions in the study of Byzantine neumes 


160 


POSTSCRIPT 


This colloquium on the older branches of Byzantine notations was meant to 
give a renewed impetus to an important field of research. Here, I will try to 
sum up the most significant results of the meetings, bearing in mind that many 
of the questions and problems touched upon in the introductory paper 'Zur 
Erforschung der paläobyzantinischen Musikquellen' will also retain their 
importance for the future. 

During our meetings and the final discussion, the variety of different ap- 
proaches to the study of the oldest musical sources was striking, but also, 
viewed positively, promising: on the basis of the different interests and back- 
grounds of the participants, we agreed on a selection of issues and strategies 
for future investigation.' These suggestions will hopefully turn out to contribute 
substantially to the study of the early history of musical writing - a field which 
has very strong and important bearings on the development of later musical 
cultures in general - and in particular to the study of Byzantine music which 
is so closely associated with the history of music in the Middle-East, Asia 
Minor, the Balkans and Eastern and Western Europe. These are the major 
reasons why the study of Byzantine music is now as important as ever and 
should even be in a position to be further encouraged, given that traditional 
limits and methods of general musicology are rapidly changing and multiplying 
through the recognition that a wider and deeper understanding of musical 
cultures can only be achieved through interdisciplinary studies. Among the 
broad range of the humanities relevant to Byzantine music, I will explicitly 
mention, in random order, musicology, political history, ecclesiastical history, 
social history, art history, linguistics and semiotics together with a number of 
auxiliary disciplines of which the most important to our studies appears to be 


! In addition to the contributions published here, papers were read but not delivered for 
publication by Gregory Myers (Chartres and Kondakarian Notation), Nina Konstantinova and 
Viatchevlav Kartsovnik (On the Semiotic Mechanism of the Palaeobyzantine Notations) and 
Andreas Haug. 
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palaeography /codicology. 

One of the most obvious points of attack is the elementary question: What 
was the purpose of developing neumatic notations in the Byzantine world? As 
this apparently simple question involves a complexity of aspects, more trails 
should be followed in future investigations. 

In his attempt to get closer to an understanding of the quality of the trans- 
mission of Byzantine chant in the period before the earliest written sources, 
Max Haas in his contribution, Modus als Skala - Modus als Modellmelodie: ein 
Problem musikalischer Überlieferung in der Zeit vor den ersten notierten 
Quellen', advocates intensified attention to 'model melodies' as the concrete 
manifestations of echos and as the tangible entities in the process of chant trans- 
mission, i.e. learning and reproducing chants. He shows that a great deal about 
this and related phenomena can be learned from comparison with the musical 
cultures of the Jews and the Muslims. 

It is necessary that the obvious complementarity of the oral tradition and the 
written sources should be evaluated anew and separate investigations should 
be made for each stage and type of notation. What was the quality of the 
information offered by each of the different types of Palaeobyzantine notations? 
And how did the mechanism that has traditionally been labelled a 'mnemo- 
technical aid for singers' work in practice? Which procedures did it in fact 
involve when using these manuscripts? 

In 'Coislin Notation: Problems and Working Hypotheses', Alberto Doda 
presents a fresh attempt in this direction. He transfers recent experiences in 
musical/semiotic research on early Western neumes to a Byzantine setting. 
Through his study we are presented with a method that on the basis of the 
early Coislin Notation, strives to 'crystallize' the mechanisms at work in the 
performance of chant. This approach, therefore, directly attacks basic questions 
such as the formulaic character of Byzantine Chant and the traditional concept 
of echos. What were the melodic automatisms released bv the notational signs, 
and to what extent did the introduction of notation affect the oral tradition? 

Of some help in defining the properties of early notations are case-studies on 
single neumes and neume complexes, as presented here by Gerda Wolfram 
(Die phthorai der paläobyzantinischen Notationen'), and myself (“The Role of 
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Parakletike in Palaeobyzantine Notations'). The various 'modes' of signification 
inherent in the different neumes should be investigated to a much wider extent. 
The neumes and their actual use ought be taken up anew without the 
prejudices and etymological short-circuits that often diminish the value of 
pioneering studies, such as those by Constantin Floros and others. In short, the 
focus should be switched from the genealogy /etymology of the neumes to the 
functionality as witnessed in the sources. 

Other tracks in the search for the purpose of notation are of high importance: 
Who was meant to make use of the different manuscript types? It is generally 
accepted that ordinary choir members were not supposed to sing directly from 
manuscripts; these were too small in format and probably very rare and 
extremely precious. Who then? The protopsaltes, who could use the books 
himself, either in performance (in the róle of conductor or leading voice) or at 
rehearsal, in teaching or for purposes of study. Was it the master of ceremonies, 
responsible for the correct performance of the service, the abbot or the bishop? 
On the basis of recent research on the origin and purpose of notation of 
Western chant, Andreas Haug suggested that one purpose could be control by 
means of notation, i.e. a check on whether the singers perform according to a 
given norm. This theory has not been tested seriously on Byzantine notations, 
and although several participants reacted in the first instance sceptically to this 
idea it could be worthwhile persuing this possibility, taking into account all 
differences and similarities between the earliest Byzantine and Western 
neumatic notations. Various Byzantine manuscript types can be matched with 
approximate equivalents in the Western tradition, as for example in the pairs 
Psaltikon/Cantatorium, Sticherarion/Antiphonale, Menaia/Breviaries with 
notation etc., but how far do these similarities hold? Reinhold Schlötterer 
pointed out that it would be of very great interest to relate the different types 
of notation to the successive creation of liturgical books (or portions of books), 
e.g. the Proprium sanctorum, Circulus anni and special services in order to 
throw some light on these problems. Does such a stratification of the repertoires 
in Byzantine chant coincide with types or stages of the oldest notations?? 


* Cf. this volume, Jorgen Raasted, ‘Zur Erforschung‘, § 13. 
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In the study of Western notations, a 'geography of the neumes' has long been 
established and this knowledge has been of great importance in the discussion 
of the history of the early neumatic notations. Due to uncertainty as to the place 
of origin and area of employment of Palaeobyzantine notations, researchers 
have agreed on coining and using neutral names, e.g. 'Coislin', 'Chartres', 
'Round' and 'Theta' notations, although a case can be made for naming certain 
areas in connection with certain types of notation, e.g. Jerusalem/Palestine and 
Constantinople/ Athos for the Coislin and Chartres notations respectively. 
Perhaps the time is ripe for concentrating more on the ecclesiastical centres with 
which these notational types were connected and the routes along which they 
spread.? 

In the West, the most widely accepted theories of the origin of neumes, such 
as those represented by scholars as Hucke, Levy and Treitler, all point to the 
Carolingian cultural and political reforms as being the environment in which 
a uniform 'Gregorian' repertoire was first committed to writing. What was the 
situation in the Byzantine Empire? Which authority or interest-group desired 
unification and normalization of the chant repertoire? What, for example, was 
the background of the introduction of the 'Standard Abridged Repertoire' of the 
Sticherarion around 1050 A.D.? When, in the history of the Eastern Church do 
we find all the conditions required for a notation to develop? With regard to 
the Ekphonetic Notation only, Sysse Engberg (‘Ekphonetic Notation: the 
Classical and the Pre-classical Systems‘) presented some evidence addressing 
these questions; most of the extant sources furnished with notation stem from 
the periphery of the Byzantine Empire, but their homogeneity cannot but 
indicate a tradition derived from one liturgical centre, Constantinople. Hence 
the employment of Ekphonetic Notation in the ninth-tenth centuries might be 
seen in context of expansion and mission. Whether it is possible to establish 
similar cases for other branches of Palaeobyzantine notation should be further 
investigated. 

To compensate for the shortage of external evidence on the origins and pur- 
pose of Byzantine notations, Jorgen Raasted proposed to make an evaluation of 


3 CK ibid, § 9.b 
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the nomenclature of the neumes themselves from a new point of view: On what 
level are the neume names actually conceived; are they a product of the 
ordinary singer as a craftsman, or do they belong to the sphere of the learned 
grammarian or teacher in the theory of (ancient?) music? This approach could 
possibly contribute with valuable results to a stratification of neumes on the 
basis of nomenclature. 

Finally, two very important methodological 'caveats were pointed out by 
Jorgen Raasted: 

a) Research on these early notations rests on manuscript evidence and we 
very often deal with elements of the notation that are neither current nor 
adequately described in the literature. In situations like this it is of crucial 
importance to work directly from good quality photographic reproductions of 
the manuscripts, as the less familiar or unknown elements, even in an otherwise 
reliable transcription, very easily get lost. 

b) As demonstrated in the study of the multiple transmission of one piece 
(Observations on the Chartres and Coislin Versions of the Good Friday Sti- 
cheron “0 πῶς ἡ παράνομος συναγωγή} awareness of the complexity in- 
volved in apparently simple procedures, such as the copying of a manuscript, 
is essential. A wide range of possible interplays between the Vorlage, additional 
sources (‘multiple Vorlagen) and the musical knowledge and habits of the 
scribe should be tested and related to the codicological characteristics of the 
manuscript as a whole. 


The 'Handbook' on Palaeobyzantine notations intended to accompany the 
Specimina notationum antiquiorum by Oliver Strunk (MMB, VII, Copenhagen 
1966) has never appeared.* Since 1966, substantial progress has been made in 
the study of this area, especially in establishing more refined means of 


1 See Strunk, Specimina, 'Foreword', p. ix. 
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classifying the early Byzantine notations? More types of rudimentary, reduced 
or 'primitive' musical notations have been identified.° The value of studying oral 
transmission of musical repertoires has been commonly accepted, and different 
techniques in evaluating the Palaeobyzantine sources in relation to their Middle 
Byzantine descendants have been developed. If we succeed - with this colloquy 
as a starting-point - in continuing this process and promoting studies along the 
guidelines proposed by the various contributors, a new basis for writing such 
a manual will be at hand.” 

In order to support this strategy and to get closer to the actual shape and 
contents of such a publication, it was decided that a new colloquium on the 
problems of the Palaeobyzantine notations should be prepared and convened 
within about two years.’ Victoria van Aalst - representing the Bredius founda- 
tion - welcomed this proposal and generously offered to house a second 
symposium on the 'Palaeobyzantine Musical Notations'. 


Christian Troelsgárd 


5 The classification presented by Floros in his Neumenkunde has proved to be a very practical 
tool in the handling of Palaeobyzantine notations and has gained some popularity as a standard; 
see, for instance, the frequency of references to his classification in this book. One of its 
weaknesses, however, is that only very few manuscripts, or sections of manuscripts, meet 100% 
the formal criteria of these ‘ideal’ stages. Therefore, the more flexible and 'roomy' terminology 
coined by Oliver Strunk also has its case and is still employed along with that of Floros. 


* Cf. this volume, Jorgen Raasted, "Theta Notation and some Related Notational Types’. 


7 Already during the compilation of this volume, we received a proposal relating to this 
initiative from Peter Jeffery (Princeton). It is printed as an appendix. 


* We have decided to give the study of Palaeobyzantine notations a high priority in 
Copenhagen and are interested in any contribution or collaboration in this field. 
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